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ABSTRACT 
* 
TEACHER EVALUATION AND STUDENT LEARNING: PERCEPTIONS 
OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS AND PRINCIPALS 
MAY 2001 
SHULI XU, B. A., HEBEI TEACHERS UNIVERSITY 
M. A., HEBEI TEACHERS UNIVERSITY 
M. A., THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
Ed. D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Robert L. Sinclair 
This descriptive study attempted to discover through the 
perceptions of elementary school teachers and principals whether 
existing practices for evaluating instruction are intended to help 
elementary school teachers improve student learning. 
Specifically, two major research questions guide the study. 
1. What are the similarities and differences in perceptions of 
elementary school principals and teachers regarding the major 
purposes of teacher evaluation? 
2. What changes do elementary school principals and teachers 
recommend so that teacher evaluation may be more effective in 
increasing student learning? 
Vll 
Two questions are asked of principals and teachers in the Target 
Schools (TS) to gather in-depth information that complements the 
data for the above research questions. 
TS 1. In what ways is teacher evaluation in Target Schools 
designed to help elementary school teachers improve 
instruction and increase student learning? 
j 
TS2. What are the perceptions of elementary school principals 
and teachers in Target Schools regarding the current 
effectiveness of teacher evaluation as a means of improving 
student learning in their local schools and classrooms? 
Two populations are utilized for this study. 34 elementary school 
principals (General Schools) and 5 principals and 42 teachers from 
five elementary schools (Target Schools) filled out the survey 
questionnaires. Written documents such as teacher contract and 
teacher evaluation instruments currently used in schools were also 
requested from the Target School principals. 
Principals and teachers listed accountability, teachers’ growth as 
professional, and improvement of curriculum and instruction as the 
three most important purposes. Only seven principals (20.59%) believed 
that the purpose of teacher evaluation was to improve student 
achievement and enhance student learning, a view shared by all teachers 
and most principals from Target Schools. 
vm 
Principals and teachers considered goal setting, teacher-principal 
conferences and improvement of curriculum and instruction as the most 
effective parts in teacher evaluation. Principals would like to spend more 
time with teachers and teachers would have liked to see their principals 
more often in their classroom rather than the once a year, fifteen-minute 
visit to evaluate their annual performance. Peer coaching, as an 
alternative to formal principal evaluation, was strongly advocated by both 
teachers and principals. Teacher would like to get more involved in 
designing and implementing teacher evaluation and to get feedback from 
more sources. 
Teacher evaluation can be a powerful means for improving 
student learning. Through evaluation, teachers will become more 
effective in reaching and teaching all children of all families. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide an overview of the 
study in terms of the research problem, purpose, significance, 
definition of terms, delimitations, and approach to the study. The 
chapter concludes with the chapter outline. 
Statement of the Problem 
The major purpose of schooling is to help students learn well. 
Public schools exist to ensure that each new generation of young 
people accumulates the knowledge, skills and attitudes needed to 
meet the social, political, and economic demands of adulthood. Hence, 
the purpose of teaching is to foster learning that prepares all young 
people for constructive participation in society. In too many 
classrooms across the United States, however, there are students who 
are not benefiting fully from their school experiences (Sinclair & 
Ghory, 1997). There are many reasons why these students are 
disconnected from productive learning. No matter what the reasons 
may be, schools are still responsible for helping all children learn well. 
The major rationale guiding teacher decision making is that quality 
learning on equal terms is the goal of teaching in a democracy. One 
powerful way to meet this responsibility is to improve teaching that 
will in turn increase student learning. 
1 
Students are at a crucial stage of development while in 
elementary schools. It is a time when they form learning habits and 
lay a solid foundation of basic skills for their future studies. Hopefully 
if we concentrate on helping elementaiy school teachers improve 
student learning during this crucial time, students can avoid serious 
academic deficits that would carry into their secondary education. If 
schools are to help all students learn effectively, it is necessary to 
evaluate teachers and use the results to improve their skills for 
creating conditions that are conducive to student learning. To make 
improvement of teaching a reality, there must be effective ways to 
evaluate instruction. It is reasonable to conclude, then, that the 
evaluation of instruction is a powerful means for improving teaching 
and, in turn, increasing learning. 
Perceptions of principals and teachers are key factors in 
conducting meaningful evaluations of instruction. How they perceive 
the purposes of teacher evaluation may influence the success of their 
leadership to help teachers improve instruction of children. If 
principals view evaluation as a means for gaining power over teachers 
and a way to impose instructional methods on teachers, then 
evaluation will likely become a tool of conflict. If principals and 
teachers perceive evaluation as a way of improving teaching, then the 
evaluation may become a positive experience. In short, perceptions of 
principals and teachers toward the purposes of teacher evaluation are 
2 
very important to the successful implementation of the teacher 
evaluation process. 
Through effective evaluation, the chances of improving teaching 
and learning can be enhanced. To strengthen the association 
between evaluation of instruction and student learning, it is highly 
desirable for principals to find out more about current evaluation 
designs and their effectiveness in helping teachers create 
environments that help all students succeed in their learning. By 
strengthening evaluation it may be possible to improve instruction, 
and through better instruction it may be possible to increase learning 
for students who are not benefiting fully from their school 
experiences. 
Purpose of the Study 
The major purpose of this study is to discover whether existing 
practices for evaluating instruction are intended to help elementaiy 
school teachers improve student learning. The research consists of 
four interrelated parts. First, the study will find out the similarities 
and differences in principals’ and teachers’ perceptions regarding the 
major purposes of evaluating instruction. Second, the researcher will 
elicit changes teachers and principals suggest for making the 
evaluation of instruction more meaningful than what currently exist 
in their local schools. Also, the researcher will determine the extent to 
3 
which various designs of evaluations of instruction are intended to 
provide information that teachers may use to increase student 
learning. Finally, the researcher will examine principals’ and teachers’ 
perceptions in regard to the current effectiveness of evaluation to help 
teachers improve student learning. 
Specifically, two major research questions guide the study. 
1. What are the similarities and differences in perceptions of 
elementary school principals and teachers regarding the major 
purposes of teacher evaluation? 
2. What changes do elementary school principals and teachers 
recommend so that teacher evaluation may be more effective in 
increasing student learning? 
Two questions are asked of principals and teachers in the 
Target Schools (TS) to gather in-depth information that complements 
the data for the above research questions. 
TS1. In what ways is teacher evaluation in Target Schools 
designed to help elementary school teachers improve 
instruction and increase student learning? 
TS2. What are the perceptions of elementary school principals 
and teachers in Target Schools regarding the current 
effectiveness of teacher evaluation as a means of improving 
student learning in their local schools and classrooms? 
4 
Significance of the Study 
There is a renewed interest in the role of teachers as a 
fundamental aspect of school improvement. To a large extent, this 
interest comes from the realization that any significant improvement 
in schooling must have the teacher at its heart. Teachers are the 
individuals who are closest to the learners and it is the teachers who 
can make a major difference in student learning. Just as there is a 
rational connection between teacher improvement and student 
learning, there is a necessary and rational connection between 
teacher improvement and teacher evaluation. 
This study is significant because it provides teachers and 
principals with information about the strengths and weaknesses of 
current teacher evaluations so that needed changes could be made in 
evaluation of instruction. The study uses teacher perceptions as a 
comparative way to better determine the differences between what 
they perceive and what the principals perceive in terms of the major 
purposes of teacher evaluation and the current effectiveness of 
evaluation of instruction in increasing student learning. This study 
is also significant because it may provide educators with directions for 
ways of improving teacher effectiveness through evaluation of 
instruction. Information gathered from this study will provide 
principals and teachers with data that they can use to consider the 
importance and complexity of teacher evaluation in helping to improve 
5 
learning of all children, including those who are marginalized from 
successful school experiences. It is hoped that principals and 
teachers could recognize from the study that there are no single 
answers to problems of instruction. Together they can plan and 
institute effective teacher evaluation programs that meet their 
particular professional needs. It is the joint responsibility of both 
principals and teachers to create conditions conducive to maximum 
opportunities for all children to learn well in schools. 
The study is important because it has both theoretical and 
practical significance for designing and implementing effective teacher 
evaluations. It has theoretical importance because the researcher 
examines current practices in evaluation of instruction and provides 
further insight into the major purposes of teacher evaluation and its 
effectiveness in helping improve learning. Also, it is practical because 
the study offers recommended changes, in the eyes of teachers and 
principals, in teacher evaluation that educators can use to reflect on 
practices used in their local schools. These reflections on current 
practices will lead to the development of more effective evaluations 
than those that currently exist. 
6 
Definition of Terms 
A common language is essential to the understanding of any 
research effort. The following definitions help to clarify the key terms 
used in this study. 
Teacher Evaluation 
Teacher evaluation is a complex process and carries both 
academic and political overtones. It is a series of activities that are 
interconnected and relate to a specific purpose. Darling-Hammond & 
others (1983) define teacher evaluation as “collecting and using 
information to judge.” Teacher evaluation usually takes one of two , 
forms: formative and summative. Formative evaluation is a tool used 
to improve instruction; summative evaluation is a tool used to make 
personnel decisions. 
Teacher evaluation is a process in which a teacher’s 
performance, merits, worth, quality, etc. are judged to show how well 
the needs of the clients (such as students, parents, legislators, etc.) 
are met. Teacher evaluation is essential for understanding and 
improving school practice. The intended outcome determines the 
procedures that are appropriate to achieve the defined purpose. 
Teacher evaluation is an on-going process that offers teachers an 
unprecedented opportunity to learn and develop in a situation which 
benefits the individual and the school, and meets the prime aim of 
7 
evaluation, which is to improve the quality of teaching and enhance 
student learning. 
Since teachers deal with complex problems, they should be 
evaluated as professionals; thus, their peers should develop their 
standards and their evaluation should focus on the degree to which 
they help students to solve learning problems competently. The 
emphasis of teacher evaluation should be on their teaching and not 
on them as individuals. Any system of teacher evaluation, however 
statistically reliable, should first and foremost be faithful to teaching. 
The cornerstone of evaluation schemes should be the belief that 
teachers wish to improve their performance in order to enhance the 
learning of their students. Teachers need both positive and negative 
feedback to be motivated to capitalize on their successful areas and 
improve those areas requiring further efforts to meet student needs. 
Perception 
Perception is defined as impression of an object or a situation 
formed by a perceiver through his/her sense organs combined with 
his/her prior cognitive and affective experiences. It is the process by 
which people grasp information and receive stimuli from the 
environment. Perception is subjective in nature, because in the 
recognition of an object or the understanding of a situation, the 
perceiver is influenced by his/her motivational and cognitive biases. 
8 
“...A need or an emotion may determine the direction of attention and 
markedly influence the perception and apperception (interpretation) of 
external occurrences” (Combs, p.65). In turn, these biases influence 
his/her attitudes and behaviors towards the perceived object or 
situation. What people perceive, the sense impression, has been 
filtered through the senses and may or may not be an exact replica of 
the stimuli. 
Student Learning 
For this study, the major purpose of teacher evaluation is 
assumed to be the improvement of instruction. As an extrapolation of 
that assumption, the improvement of instruction should be expected 
to improve learning. Learning can be defined as the broadest possible 
range of knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors contained in all 
those goals of schooling that have been identified, articulated, and 
agreed to any place in the society: skills in language arts; 
mathematics; knowledge in the cultural heritage; a broad liberal 
education in the arts, sciences, and humanities; and whatever other 
goals are selected for schooling, whether education about consumer 
affairs, sex, ecology, health, safety, drug use, and a myriad of others. 
Learning as defined here also takes into account the person in 
the process. Thus, evaluation must embrace what teaching and 
teachers do to make the years students spent in schooling as full- 
9 
living, wholesome, democratic, and fulfilling as can be conceived, to a 
substantial degree independent of cognitive learning outcomes 
(McKenna, 23-24). 
Successful teachers and effective principals view learning as the 
practice of “independent problem solving”; they value self-directed 
learning over conditioning (Sinclair & Ghoiy, 1997). According to 
Ralph Tyler, learning takes place through the active behavior of the 
student; it is what he does that he learns, not what the teacher does 
(1949, p.63). While a standardized test is a way to measure student 
learning, it usually provides data about the progress of the individuals 
in relation to their peers, not in relation to the substance of what they 
are trying to learn. These student achievement exams often are used 
to evaluate teachers. Research shows that under certain conditions 
test scores are positively correlated with teacher behavior (Woolerer, 
1985). But scores also depend on inherent student qualities, such as 
I.Q., which are independent of teacher influence (Darling-Hammond 
et al., 1983). Many factors such as culture, class and religion could 
potentially affect student learning outcomes. 
Delimitations of the Study 
The following three delimitations should be kept in mind when 
reading this study. First, the elementary schools participating in the 
Massachusetts Coalition for the Advancement of Learning (MCAL) 
10 
represent rural, suburban, and urban communities from 
demographically different school systems across the commonwealth. 
They represent a wide spectrum of socioeconomic classes and 
ethnically diverse populations. The fact that they belong to the same 
national organization does not limit the variety of ways they use to 
run the schools. Yet, it does not represent a random sample of 
elementary schools throughout the United States, and it will be 
difficult to generalize the results of the study from such a small 
sampling population. 
Second, because the researcher gathers data from experiences 
of practicing elementary school teachers and principals, high school 
teacher evaluation, which requires different criteria and may be 
conducted very differently, are not included in the study. Hence, the 
resulting data are not generalizable to teachers in secondary schools. 
The third delimitation involves the administration of the 
questionnaire. In situations where the principal administers the 
questionnaire, the teachers’ responses may have been affected by 
their relationship with the principal. Therefore, reports from the 
schools about evaluation may not reflect what is actually taking place 
in the local schools. 
11 
Approach to the Study 
Principals and teachers from thirty-four elementary schools in 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts participated in the study. 
Additionally, five schools that are affiliated to the Massachusetts 
Coalition for the Advancement in Learning also participated in the 
study, which allowed the research to do more in-depth investigation of 
the research questions through site visits and conversations with 
teachers and principals. A survey for principals and teachers was 
designed and used to acquire the needed data for the research 
questions. It was developed through interviewing elementary school 
teachers, administrators, and other experienced educators. The 
questionnaire was pilot tested in local schools and their responses 
were analyzed to refine the questionnaire before the main study. 
Chapter Outline 
Chapter One discusses the research problem, its purpose, 
significance, and deliminations. Chapter Two presents the literature 
related to the research questions. Chapter Three discusses the design 
of the study, the procedures for sample selection, and the collection of 
data for each of the four research questions. Chapter Four contains 
the analysis of the data for each of the four research questions. 
Chapter Five summarizes the study and presents the major findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The purpose of the review of literature is to establish a conceptual 
platform for conducting the present study. This review should provide a 
solid background of information from which a better understanding of 
the realities that exist in teacher evaluation practices can be understood. 
This chapter reviews articles, journals, and books relevant to the main 
concepts in the research questions that guide this study. First, purposes 
of teacher evaluation are reviewed. Second, the meaning and importance 
of teaching effectiveness are discussed. Third, the use of student 
learning as a means to evaluate teaching is considered. Fourth, various 
sources of data.utilized in evaluation designs to evaluate teaching are 
identified. 
Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 
While there is often some argument at the local level about the 
espoused versus the “real” purpose of evaluation, educators overall are in 
accord regarding the general purpose of teacher evaluation: to safeguard 
and improve the quality of instruction received by students. As Bolton 
(1973) suggests, there are multiple purposes for evaluation that can and 
need to be served. These purposes generally are divided into two major 
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areas: evaluation for making personnel decisions or weeding out “bad 
teachers” and evaluation for faculty development (p.2). American 
Association of School Administration has indicated that the primary 
purpose of teacher evaluation has been the improvement of instruction. 
Some states, Connecticut for example, have passed legislation that states 
“the primary purpose of teacher evaluation is the improvement of the 
student learning experience” (Connecticut State Department of 
Education). 
Although the purposes of teacher evaluation are conceptualized 
variously by different authors, it seems that the two most frequently cited 
purposes of personnel evaluation are accountability and performance 
improvement (Duke, 1990; McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1988; Stiggins & Duke, 
1988). Wise et al (1984) offer one characterization that seems relevant to 
actual practice in schools. The purposes are both accountability and 
improvement at the individual and school levels. They list four basic 
purposes of teacher evaluation, the first two focusing on improvement 
and the last two focusing on accountability: individual staff development, 
school improvement, individual personnel decisions, and school status 
decisions (p. 11). Other authors have categorized the purposes as 
primary formative and summative (Millman, 1981; Scriven, 1967). 
Darling-Hammond et al (1983) define teacher evaluation as “collecting 
and using information to judge.” They believe that two evaluation types 
exist: (a) formative evaluation, a tool used to improve instruction, 
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designed to perform a developmental function, the results of which are 
used to help improve performance, identify areas of strength and provide 
opportunity for growth; (b) summative evaluation, a tool used to make 
personnel decisions, ultimately designed to perform a judgment function, 
the result of which are used for making decisions for purposes of 
employment (continuing contract, promotion, transfer, termination), 
certification (permanent certificate, suspension of certification 
decertification), or when the competence of a teacher has been called into 
question. Both evaluation uses have received much attention in recent 
literature as the teaching profession considers evaluation an integral part 
of staff development and the administration looks to evaluation data as 
evidence in accountability debates. 
Some scholars believe that there is a multitude of purposes for 
evaluating teachers. Bolton (1973) lists the following functions of teacher 
evaluation as the means for fulfilling this major purpose: 1. To improve 
teaching through the identification of ways to change teaching systems, 
teaching environments, or teaching behaviors; 2. To supply information 
that will lead to the modification of assignments, such as placements in 
other positions, promotions, and terminations; 3. To protect students 
from incompetence, and teachers from unprofessional administrators; 4. 
To reward superior performance; 5. To validate the school system’s 
teacher selection process; 6. To provide a basis for teachers’ career 
planning and professional development (p. vii). 
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McLaughlin & Pfeifer (1988) advance four essential purposes for 
teacher evaluation although lists of purposes vary in content and length: 
accountability, professional growth, school improvement, and selection. 
Wise (1984) gives eight identical purposes of teacher evaluation: pre¬ 
service, selection, certification &licensure, assistant to and assessment of 
beginning teachers, tenure and retention, career advancement and merit 
pay, school improvement, teacher improvement and professional 
development. Wheeler (1991) identifies several uses of teacher 
evaluation for personnel decisions: hiring, job assignment, formal 
evaluations, retention & termination, tenure, salary and other 
compensation, career ladder & promotion, reduction in force, and 
exemption from age-based retirement. Wheeler & Scriven (1997), when 
talking about the purposes of teacher evaluation systems, make the 
following list: hiring, salary decisions, assigning, reduction in force, 
performance evaluation, retirement exemption, pre-tenure 
retention/termination, licensing / credentialing, tenure, 
awards/recognition, post-tenure retention/ termination, self-assessment, 
promotion/career ladder, mentoring appointment (p. 28). 
Similarly, ten purposes for evaluating teachers are identified in the 
Personnel Evaluation Standards developed by the Joint Committee on 
Standards for Educational Evaluation (1988): entry to training, 
certification/licensing, defining a role, selection, performance reviews, 
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counseling for staff development, merit awards, tenure decisions, 
promotion decisions, and termination. 
Wise & Gendler (1990) list seven purposes for teacher evaluation: 
pre-service selection, certification, beginning, tenure, merit and school 
improvement. The overall purpose of teacher evaluation is to determine 
the value, worth, or merit of teaching and there is a heavy responsibility 
for teachers to be evaluated, relative to other occupations (Scriven, 
1973). Another central purpose, according to Peterson (1995, p. 31), is 
reassurance of practitioners and their audiences: to protect children, to 
document and acknowledge teacher achievement, influence, and 
professional activity, embrace teacher job satisfaction, reassurance of 
teachers’ audiences and shape further practice. Good teacher evaluation 
has the potential to let the teacher know, in ways that he trusts, that he 
is doing a valuable, worthwhile, and needed job. The most visible 
purpose for teacher evaluation is for staffing decisions (Bridges, 1992). 
These decisions are to hire, retain, remediate, and terminate. This 
activity receives a great deal of attention and forms the single common 
ground of interest of participants and audiences. However, the most 
discussed purpose of teacher evaluation is to improve practice. Peterson 
believes that most current teacher evaluation systems overemphasizes 
the function of evaluation to improve practice and there is not much 
evidence that practice actually is improved (1996, p. 30). The supposition 
is that feedback, with specific praise and criticism, helps professionals to 
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self-regulate. Lortie (1973) describes teaching as a profession remarkably 
barren of feedback that indicates quality and authoritative reassurance. 
The paradox of teacher evaluation, according to Stiggins and Duke 
(1988), is that it holds that potential to help nearly every teacher 
improve, yet in actual practice it helps almost no one. Another purpose 
is the improvement of the profession (Peterson, 1995). This function 
goes beyond individual teachers and addresses the larger group of 
educators. Teacher training programs could benefit from well- 
documented evaluation reports of successful teachers; such reports are 
not available from current evaluation systems. 
The 1988 Educational Research Service Report indicated three 
major purposes a school system’s comprehensive teacher evaluation 
system must serve to meet current public demands: to ensure that all 
teachers are at least minimally competent; to improve further the 
performance of competent teachers; to identify and recognize the 
performance of outstanding teachers. 
Natriello (1990) believes that there are any numbers of ways to 
classify the purposes of teacher evaluation processes yet teacher 
evaluation serves at least three major purposes in contemporary schools 
(p.36). First, evaluation may be used to control or influence the 
performance of individuals within particular positions. There are a great 
many quite different approaches and techniques for accomplishing this 
end. For example, teacher evaluation systems that use criteria based on 
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effective teaching research (Beach & Reinhartz, 1984), those employing 
models of clinical supervision (Goldsberiy, 1984), and those utilized to 
determine merit pay increments (Natriello & Cohn, 1983) may all be 
classified as attempting to improve the performance of individual 
teachers in their current assignments. Second, evaluation may be used 
to control movement into and out of positions, for example, hiring and 
dismissal. Third, evaluation may be used to legitimize the organizational 
control system itself. Evaluation systems must offer equal or fair 
treatment if they are to be perceived as legitimate (Peterson & Peterson, 
1984). Evaluation systems thus meet the expectations of organizational 
members and society at large that organizations will exhibit rational 
decision-making process (Meyers & Rowan, 1977). 
While it is virtually impossible to address summative and formative 
evaluation equally (Howsam, 1963), it also must be clear that a system 
cannot be built that addresses only formative evaluation. Stronge (1995) 
indicates that there is room in teacher evaluation systems for both 
accountability and performance improvement purposes. In fact, 
evaluation systems that include the two are both desirable and necessary 
if evaluation is to serve the needs of individual teachers and the school 
and community at large, “ performance improvement and accountability 
purposes are not competing, but supportive interests...” (pl31-2). 
Multiple purposes of evaluation can be met successfully with a single 
evaluation system when the system is viewed as one component of a 
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larger mission — furthering the goals of the school. A comprehensive 
teacher evaluation system should be rooted in two broad purposes: it 
should be both outcome oriented (summative focus) and improvement 
oriented (formative focus) (Stronge, Helm, & Tucker, 1995). 
Evaluation involves collecting and using information to judge the 
worth of teachers. Every teacher evaluation system must embody a 
definition of the teaching task and a mechanism to evaluate the teacher. 
Different purposes and conceptions of teaching work imply different ways 
by which information is collected and judgments of worth are made. 
Therefore, purposes of teacher evaluation, be it for improvement or 
accountability, be it formative or summative, should be clearly stated in 
writing and be well known to both the evaluators and those who are to be 
evaluated well before the evaluation procedures begin. It is crucial that 
teachers understand the purposes for which they are being evaluated, for 
the purpose of the evaluation has direct implications for the procedures 
to be used to achieve it. The more teachers perceive the evaluation 
system to be consistent, the more likely they are to perceive it as just, 
and the more effort they will devote in response to the evaluation they 
receive. 
The Meaning and Importance of Teaching Effectiveness 
Teachers play an essential role in the success of schools and 
schooling. Research supports the premise that teachers are among the 
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most powerful determinants of student learning (Goodlad, 1984; 
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1990). Teacher evaluation 
is complex and difficult. At the outset it must be clear that any method 
of evaluation is accompanied by a conception of what teaching is and 
specifically, a conception of what good or effective teaching is (Stodolsky, 
1990, p. 175). The evaluation of teaching deserves priority. Teacher 
evaluation is a critical factor in any effort to validate teaching and 
learning and the success of schools. Yet, teacher evaluation practices 
have been labeled seriously deficient (Haefele, 1990), chaotic (Medley, 
Coker, & Soar, 1984) and a disgrace (Scriven, 1981). 
Teacher effectiveness is defined in terms of both input variables 
and output variables. Input variables are teacher behaviors such as 
communicating, designing lesson plans, pacing instruction, and 
maintaining discipline. Output variables concern the productivity of 
teaching. They include student achievement measures, number of 
students taught, and the volume of material learned by students (ERS 
1988 Report, p. 8). 
According to Madaus & Mehrens (1990), teacher effectiveness is 
the effect that the teacher’s performance has on pupils (p. 261). Teacher 
effectiveness depends not only on competence and performance, but also 
on the responses pupils make. Just as competence cannot predict 
performance under different situations, teacher performance cannot 
predict outcomes under different situations. Yet, there is general 
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agreement that good teaching means equity in the classroom (Grayson & 
Martin, 1990). 
Hunter (1984) describes teaching as a series of decisions made by 
the teacher before, during, and following the classroom interaction with 
students. Through these decisions, the teachers control the content of 
the learning, as well as the pace and the mode of instruction. Thus, 
Hunter states, “while students’ assuming responsibility for their own 
learning is a major goal, accountability for students’ learning remains 
with the teacher” (p.171) 
In an era when accountability is the mantra, educational policy 
makers, educational leaders, legislators, and the public in general view 
improving teacher assessment as an important step toward ensuring 
educational quality. Teacher evaluation must be considered in the 
context of community characteristics, resources, and effort for schooling 
and organizational arrangements, in the context of the way in which the 
school unit and its leadership function, in the context of the time, 
human, and material resources and autonomy provided the classroom 
teachers, and in the context of the characteristics of the students 
themselves (McKenna, 1981). Teachers can make a difference in both 
what is learned and how well. Teachers can obstruct learning. 
Ornstein (1982) contended that until replicable findings of teacher 
effectiveness can be established, the whole notion of teacher evaluation 
accountability, performance and teacher competencies is non-workable. 
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Charles (1987) noted that since the early 1980’s attempts have been 
made to delineate effective teaching practices by looking at the 
characteristics of teachers, and by asking teachers what qualities they 
think are linked directly to their teaching effectiveness. 
Just as there are multiple purposes for a teacher evaluation 
system, there are several types of foundation upon which a system can 
be built (Wheeler, 1995). The foundations covered are of six types: 1. 
What teachers are doing or say they are doing as part of their job; 2. 
What administrators or others would like teachers to be doing; 3. What 
research says effective teachers do; 4. What theories of teaching and 
learning say teachers should do; 5. What the outcomes of teaching are; 
6. What the roles and responsibilities of teachers are. 
To illustrate the use of one of the foundations in building a teacher 
evaluation system, one foundation can involve what teachers say they 
are doing. Another can also be built based on the results of studies of 
effective and ineffective teachers that identify the practices and behaviors 
associated with these teachers (effective teaching research, or process- 
product studies). 
In their review of the research literature about teacher 
effectiveness, Soar et al. (1983) found that “a handful of these studies of 
teachers’ personal characteristics used average gains in student 
achievement as a measure of teacher effectiveness” (p. 240). Research on 
effective teaching has identified a number of teaching practices that are 
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associated with desired results (Brophy & Good, 1986). A comprehensive 
review of research on effective teaching has frequently been used as a 
foundation on effective teaching and for teacher evaluation systems. 
However, such a foundation should be used with extreme caution. As 
McDonald and Elias (1976) found in the Beginning Teacher Evaluation 
Study, what worked wrell in one subject or at one grade level or in one 
teaching context did not necessarily work well in another. The 
generalizability of findings from research on effective teaching is 
questionable; research alone should not be a basis for building a teacher 
evaluation system. As Scriven (1990) points out, "Many researchers who 
have encouraged the use of this research by schools and colleges —and 
states and districts — as a basis for a teacher evaluation system have 
seriously misled their readers and clients” (p. 19). 
Shuell (1993), based on his promise that teaching and learning 
must be addressed simultaneously, identifies three points that should be 
considered in the use of such research. First, few studies look at "the 
relationship between specific teaching practices and the consequent 
learning process elicited in students” (p. 302). Second, often such 
studies look at learning and cognition in isolation from other concerns, 
such as metacognitive, affective, motivational, and developmental 
processes. And finally, “research on teaching and learning should be 
concerned with teacher evaluation content and context of learning as 
well as the process of learning” (p. 302). Peterson (1987) stated that 
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“teacher evaluation is the key to understanding effective teacher practice, 
rewarding excellent performance, and improving training program"”(p. 
311). Administrators, according to Isenberg (1990), should view the 
evaluation process as a way to show teachers that they can be successful 
in their classroom” (p.18). Nevertheless, complicated as it is, “teaching 
effectiveness remains an elusive quality to measure” (Madgie, 1980, 
p. 12). 
Various input factors of teacher effectiveness are cited in the 
literature and by practitioners. These factors are exemplified by the 13 
criteria of effective teaching as identified by the Texas Teacher Appraisal 
System, which serves as the foundation for teacher evaluations in Texas. 
The 13 criteria are: to provide opportunities for students to participate 
actively and successfully; to evaluate and provide feedback on student 
progress during instruction; to organize students and materials; to 
maximize amount of time available for instruction; to manage classroom 
behavior; to teach for cognitive, affective, and/or psychomotor learning 
and transfer; to use effective communication skills; to use strategies to 
motivate students for learning; to maintain supportive environment; to 
plan for and engage in professional development; to interact and 
communicate effectively with parents; to comply with policies, operating 
procedures, and requirements [ of school, district, and state]; and to 
promote and evaluate student growth. [Texas Education Agency 1987 - 
1988, 49-51) 
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In addition to input variables for evaluating teaching performance, 
there are output variables that measure teacher productivity in terms of 
student learning. Robinson (1983) has identified a set of output 
measures that indicate teacher productivity. These measures are 
criterion/objective reference tests of student learning; content mastery 
tests; skills performance tests; attitude modification indicators; 
behavioral change indicators; difficulty of learning indicators; number of 
students taught; volume of content taught; time spent in learning. 
[11; 13] 
Braskamp (1980), in a review of the research literature on the 
components of teaching, concludes that because “there is no one 
standard in which effective teaching can be evaluated, diversity in 
teaching styles is to be advocated” (p. 63). He continues to state that 
“the definition of teaching effectiveness is contingent upon the 
expectations and instructional goals of the institution, the types of 
students enrolled, course goals, and the instructor’s teaching style” (p. 
64). He recommended, as an alternative to evaluation by observation, 
use of a variety of perspectives derived from multiple data sources. 
Good (1980), a teacher effectiveness researcher who used 
classroom observation for a great deal of productive research, noted a 
great number of problems of using the technique to evaluate teachers. 
The school district casually adopt observation systems without 
understanding their purpose or limitations just because they are used in 
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other locations, or they are readily available. Most observation systems 
in use are too simple to capture the complexity of real classrooms, and it 
is rare that enough observations are made to generalize about the 
classroom. 
Meaningful evaluation of teaching demands careful attention to 
how we define teaching, the focus given emphasis, and the criteria of 
effectiveness to be used. Teaching can be defined narrowly or broadly, to 
include a broad array of professional pursuits of social and political 
kinds. Teaching needs some kind of limited definition or evaluation is 
not feasible. The emphasis for institutional purposes is appropriately on 
the teacher within the context of the school, with major emphasis on 
classroom practices. 
The focus for evaluation remains at issue among evaluation 
specialists. Traditionally the focus has been on inputs— training, 
attitudes, character, experience, etc. Growing emphasis on testing and 
accountability have focused evaluation on student behaviors as 
indicators of quality teaching. However, strong interests in formative and 
diagnostic teacher evaluation (developmental evaluation) tend towards a 
focus on teacher performance. 
Teacher effectiveness is a central topic of concern in selecting 
either a focus or specific performance criteria. Research theory and 
professional wisdom all contribute to the current state of knowledge 
about what makes teachers effective (or not). Innovative practices are 
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often given support in theoretical formulations rather than in research 
findings. Any evaluation process, regardless of the specifics of system 
design or purpose begins with defining or selecting criteria. Teaching 
criteria can include the following: 1. Antecedent criteria: Experience, 
degrees, grades, test scores, recommendations, etc.; 2. Personal 
characteristics criteria: knowledge, attitudes, goals, motives, intelligence, 
etc.; 3. Performance criteria: skills, techniques, behaviors, acts, events, 
etc. The criteria relate to parents and community, school staff and 
program coordination, students outside classroom, in-service growth and 
development, professional activities beyond job assignments, and other 
activities (Harris, 1986, p. 55). 
Atlanta Teacher Evaluation Process identified seven dimensions of 
effective practices: teacher’s ability to demonstrate content knowledge, 
clarity and emphasis for learning, teaching methods, learning equity and 
thinking skills; teacher use of technology and/or other multimedia for 
instructional and administrative purpose; ability to demonstrate 
professional conduct relative to dress codes, oral and written 
communication; teacher punctual attendance, teacher use of student 
assessment process and procedures; and teacher engagement in 
professional development activities (serial online, accessed 1999 June 7). 
The centrality and importance of teacher effectiveness in the 
ongoing pursuit of quality education are unquestionable. Although 
curricula and other variables play an important part in the educational 
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experience, instructional expertise is at the heart of the learning 
enterprise (Corcoran & Goertz, 1995; Crone & Teddlie, 1995; Shapiro, 
1995; Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1993). 
Because teacher evaluation is complex, threatening, and not well 
understood, much of current practice involves a short visit by the 
principal filling out a checklist, as a result of requirement by law, or as 
part of the principal’s routine work, or outside pressure, rather than 
systematic professional evaluation. These procedures are non-productive 
at best and counterproductive in some forms. If evaluation is to lead to 
improvement of schools, it must link the behavior of the individual to the 
goal of the organization. To accomplish this, the goal of the district and 
school must be clear, well understood, and linked directly to the 
instructional process (Conley & Dixon, 1990, p. 10). When teacher 
evaluation has become part of the reform movement, more time and 
effort will be devoted to linking the evaluation process to classroom 
performance. Effective teacher evaluation is essential for effective 
schools. A dynamic relationship between the teacher and the school 
exists in a healthy organization: what is good for the organization must 
also be good for the teacher. Individual and institutional goals are 
intertwined. Teacher evaluation is a vehicle to facilitate and assess 
success for both the teacher (personal growth & performance 
improvement) and the school (e.g. goal accomplishment, accountability). 
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Thus, teacher evaluation can and should be considered a vital part of the 
total improvement/restructuring efforts in education. 
Use of Student Learning As a Means to Evaluate Teaching 
Student achievement is the single most important concern about 
educational programs. Student learning is both the goal and the product 
of teaching (Robinson, 1984, p. 15). To many, it presents the most 
compelling evidence about teacher quality. It is suggested that 
classrooms where gain is consistently higher are characterized by a 
climate conducive to high levels of involvement on the part of the 
students. With the exception of truly gifted or highly motivated students, 
the average student does not learn much through osmosis (McGreal, p. 
75). To learn, a student must be an active part of the class. Generally 
this only happens when the teacher recognizes this fact and plans for it 
to happen. This concept of planning for it to happen is the essence of the 
teacher-centered structured classroom. If there are things that should be 
happening that help students learn more effectively, then it is the 
teacher’s responsibility to hope that an appropriate climate happens 
naturally. 
Pupil achievement appears to be the most direct measure of 
teacher quality. California’s inclusion of the criterion of student progress 
represents a relatively new and controversial development in teacher 
evaluation. Explicit inclusion of some measure of student achievement is 
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a more recent practice (Evaluating Teaching, 73-74). Using pupil 
achievement as evidence of teacher quality makes a great deal of sense to 
many people, especially non-educators. An evaluation system that does 
not include pupil achievement in some way is not credible to many 
audiences. Another apparent advantage of using pupil achievement in 
teacher evaluation is to foster economy in education. Yet, pupil 
achievement must be used carefully and in conjunction with other data 
sources. Peterson (1997) lists three major obstacles to using student 
achievement in teacher evaluation. First, the logical connections between 
teacher performance and student learning are indirect and have mixed 
causality; Second, there are many technical problems in getting 
defensible data about teacher effects on student learning; Third, the 
distorting effects of pupil-gain-based teacher evaluation on the 
educational system are significant (p. 113). Because perhaps 60% of the 
variance in pupil gain is accounted for by their prior achievement, it is 
difficult for teachers to be clear about just what effects their efforts have 
(Peterson, 1995, p.30). 
The quest to increase student achievement, along with the demand 
for standards and accountability, has led some states to focus on the role 
of the teacher in learning outcomes. In fact, a few states and local school 
systems are currently, or are considering linking teacher evaluation to 
student performance on standardized exams. Kansas, Kentucky, 
Tennessee & Texas now link teacher assessment to student achievement. 
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While it is bad practice to use only standardized achievement test scores 
in conducting summative, accountability-oriented evaluation of teachers, 
one key index of the quality of teaching is student learning. According to 
the 1988 ERS report, student achievement data can play a key role in 
teacher evaluation if the data are (a) sensitive to day-to-day instructional 
priorities, (b) used by the teacher and the supervisor working together, 
and (c) used to promote teacher improvement (p. 29). Therefore, the use 
of student achievement data in teacher evaluation can be very effective if 
teachers and principals work together and use it for the right purpose. 
The fundamental obstacle to professional agreement is that 
everyone - parent, administrator, legislator, and teacher - purports to 
know exactly what a good teacher is. Each eagerly describes this teacher 
in great, but mostly subjective, detail (Soar and others, 1983). But 
evaluation criteria must be measurable. The current literature generally 
agrees that “good” means “effective.” A good teacher teaches; students, 
in response, learn. But there are serious disadvantages in evaluating 
teachers by their students’ achievement (Barrett, 1986). Berk (1988) 
criticized teacher evaluation based simply on student achievement. His 
“Fifty reasons why student achievement gain does not mean teacher 
effectiveness” (p. 345) were based on a careful analysis of the literature 
that shows 50 factors beyond the control of teachers that influence pupil 
learning (e.g. pupil effort, prior achievement, parent support, 
opportunities for employment and education). 
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Achievement test is used broadly to refer to a variety of measures 
of what students have achieved. Classroom exams and quizzes, 
homework assignments, and questions asked during instruction are all 
indicators of student achievement. The word test is in no way limited to 
commercially available, standardized tests. Indeed, many standardized 
achievement tests administered to students have relatively little value in 
assessing the teaching competence of individual teachers. The 
appropriateness of student test results for evaluating teachers is being 
hotly debated. The National Education Association (NEA) is calling for an 
end to standardized testing and opposes “ the use of any measures of 
student progress to evaluate teacher competence.” Many teacher 
contracts specifically exclude evaluation of teachers on the basis of 
students’ test scores. On the other hand, there is a growing emphasis on 
holding the schools responsible for what and how well students learn. 
If one believes that one goal of teaching is to enhance learning, 
that is, to help students acquire facts, understand concepts, and achieve 
skills, and if one also believes that learning occurs, in part, as the result 
of a teacher’s effort, then the improvement of teaching is most apt to 
occur when connections can be made between teaching and learning. 
For this purpose, it is important to know how the teacher is helping to 
produce learning, and this knowledge requires measures of both teaching 
and learning. Thus, evaluating the quality of instruction and improving 
instruction depend on knowing what is learned. 
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Student achievement data are seen by many as one such source of 
information about teacher effectiveness. Those who view the primary 
role of teaching to be improved student learning consider these data 
particularly relevant. Gains in student achievement are a direct measure 
of student learning. Other indicators of teaching effectiveness, e.g. 
teacher behavior in the classroom, student ratings, and the like, are seen 
as, at best a proxy for the “real” criterion of teaching success, namely, 
student learning (Millman, 1990, p.156). 
Since student learning is viewed as the true test of a teacher’s 
effectiveness, such a direct measure is more apt to be valid than the 
proxies. However, many people do not object to summative teacher 
evaluation, but they do object to the use of student achievement data for 
that purpose. The reasons are as follows: (1) students differ widely in 
many ways that affect learning; (2) the context of teaching is an 
important determiner of teacher effectiveness; (3) the measures of 
learning, the achievement tests themselves, may not be of the teachers’ 
making (Millman, 1990, 156). 
Travers (1981) states that the difficulty of assessing teacher 
effectiveness in terms of test scores of pupils seems to be almost 
insuperable at this time. Although such an idea has been backed with 
enthusiasm by some administrators, school boards, writers, and even 
parents, these groups have often been motivated by a resurgence of the 
idea of applying concepts of business efficiency to education. Travers 
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continues that whether this is a practical idea is a real question. There 
are also questions whether the responsibility for learning should rest 
with the pupil or with the teacher. 
The use of measured student learning gains can potentially free 
evaluation from the ambiguous task of inferring productivity from 
teaching inputs. However these data can be biased toward what is easily 
measured. Two challenges in employing this evaluation technique are to 
measure all of the important changes in learning, and to assess the 
degree to which they are actually due to the teacher’s influence. 
Measured differences in the student’s knowledge over the time period 
he/she is with the instructor tend to overstate the teacher’s contribution, 
as other factors including the student’s maturation, family influences, 
and prior learning experiences, can influence learning accomplishment. 
Students’ characteristics can, of course, influence their learning gains. 
Offsettingly, the teacher can affect future learning (Millman, 1990, 
p.397). 
Various Sources of Data Used to Evaluate Teaching 
Observation, usually performed by the principal, is the most 
common form of teacher evaluation (Lewis, 1982; McGreal, 1983; 
Stodolsky, 1984). A majority of schools surveyed by ERS still rely on 
observation as the primary data collection method for teacher evaluation, 
although alternative methods are being tried in some school systems 
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(ERS, 1988, p. 76). The primary role of school principals was to observe 
and assess teachers in the classroom and to work with them on the 
improvement of teaching, stated Hubert Nutt (1928, p. 109). Evertson & 
Burry (1989) considered classroom observation as “probably the single 
most important element in systems that assess the competence of 
classroom teachers” (p. 297). 
The intuitive appeal of classroom observation is great: A direct look 
at the teacher in action in the students seems to afford good information 
for judging teacher quality. Classroom observation is the most popular 
evaluation method, usually performed annually by school administrators 
for experienced teachers and more frequently for beginning teachers. 
Observation reveals information about such things as teacher interaction 
and rapport with pupils that is unavailable from other sources (Barrett, 
1986). 
Evertson & Holley (1981) claimed that views of classroom climate, 
rapport, interaction, and functioning are provided by systematic 
observation better than by any other data source. Classroom observation 
can be valuable for personnel evaluation. Although methods of 
conducting classroom observations vary and implementation has its own 
special conditions, observations can provide information that may not be 
acquired through other kinds of inquiry. Help in understanding and 
ultimately in improving instruction can come from seeing just how events 
take place in the classroom. As a means to this end, classroom 
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observation is a useful tool in providing the most immediate form of 
contact with important events. The dynamics of the classroom, of 
teaching and learning, cannot be fully understood without the validation 
that classroom observation yields. Good systematic observation data are 
useful for many teachers as formative information. Patterns of using 
time, interaction with students, and communication are made available 
for teachers to analyze and consider for improvements. 
However, research has consistently revealed problems with 
assessing teachers by direct observation. This technique is criticized as 
potentially biased, invalid, and unreliable (Darling-Hammond and others, 
1983). Careful conceptual analysis led Scriven (1981) to say that “using 
classroom visits...to evaluate teaching is not just incorrect, it is a 
disgrace” (p. 251). Watching a classroom teacher in action is not the best 
way to determine teacher quality. Visits are disruptive to normal class 
operation, student participation, and teacher behavior. Good, reliable 
observation data are difficult to get, and they are an expensive line of 
evidence about the teacher quality (Peterson, 1989). There is not even 
good agreement about what to look for when in the classroom. Also, 
classroom observation reports most often are inaccurate because of 
observation style preferences, sociological role conflict, social biases, and 
political axes to grind. Furthermore, it is important to understand that 
not all good teachers are good because their immediate, manifest 
classroom behavior fits a given conceptual framework for most desired 
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practice. Differences in requirements for adequacy of methods are 
particularly germane with respect to the use of observation because it is 
very difficult to meet standards of validity, reliability, and generalizability 
with most currently used observation plans. Thus, for personnel 
decisions some may find the use of observations alone indefensible. At 
the same time, it is difficult to imagine a plan for personnel decision¬ 
making that did not include observations. Observations may be 
particularly well suited for the purposes loosely labeled “improvement,” 
because they provide a base for discussion of actual classroom teaching 
by individual practitioners. Classroom observations are conducted on the 
premise that seeing a teacher in action is the best way to gather data for 
judging that teacher’s effectiveness. Classroom visits, although typically 
narrow in space, are important in that they allow evaluators to assess 
classroom climate, observe teacher- student interactions, observe 
instruction directly, and see classroom functioning as no other strategy 
can (Evertson & Holley, 1981). Direct classroom observations can be a 
useful way to collect information on teacher performance. As a stand¬ 
alone data collection process, however, it has major limitations. 
Nevertheless, though the one common path is to obtain evidence 
by direct observation of teaching (Stodolsky, p. 175), it is not reasonable 
to expect classroom observations to carry the entire burden of teacher 
evaluation. Classroom observation is only one, albeit a very important, 
source of relevant information for teacher evaluation and must be 
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supplemented by other sources of information such as outcome 
measures. Using other important sources of relevant information as an 
important check on the data gathered by observations enhancing the 
likelihood of achieving a fair assessment of teacher performance 
(Peterson, p.91). Classroom observation does not necessarily equal good 
evaluation (Evaluating Teaching, p. 131). 
The public views teacher evaluation as a major problem in the 
school system today (Soar & others, 1983). State legislatures, aware of 
the concern, want to mandate more effective evaluation. Common 
methods for evaluating teachers, such as measurement tests of teacher 
characteristics, student achievement scores, and ratings of teachers’ 
classroom performance, have been ineffective. Teacher evaluation is 
complex and difficult. There are a number of possible approaches, but 
each has strengths and limitations. Salt Lake City, Utah, has 
established a teacher evaluation system that incorporates a view of 
teaching as a professional activity. The underlying assumption is that 
classroom instruction relies on teacher knowledge, experience, choice, 
and personal style. The Florida Performance Measurement System 
aimed at assessing “generic competencies” contain specific behaviors 
thought indicative of effective teaching. 
An important feature of an effective teacher evaluation system is 
the use of multiple sources for documenting performance. Teachers can 
use performance data from a number of sources. No single line of 
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evidence, even observations or principal reports, produces a total picture 
of what a teacher does (Peterson, 1987, p.l 10). Useful assessment begins 
with information about student learning. Data about pupil gains on 
major goals and some specific objectives help to counter the endemic 
uncertainty of “is anything happening,” which afflicts even veteran 
teachers (Lortie, 1975). Student achievement can be estimated with a 
combination of standardized and teacher made tests given before and 
after instruction. Peterson (1995) suggested the use of multiple data 
sources for assessment: pupil achievement data, pupil surveys, parent 
surveys, documentation of professional activity, peer review of materials, 
systematic observation, teacher tests, administrator reports, and other 
customized data (p. 111). He also advocated teacher control and 
involvement in teacher evaluation (p. 112). Millman & Darling- 
Hammond (1990) recommend the following methods of evaluation: 
classroom observation, teacher ratings (teacher control and self- 
evaluation), self-assessment, using test scores to evaluate teachers, the 
schoolteachers’ portfolio, conventional tests for licensure, performance 
tests, simulations, and other methods, setting standards on teacher 
certification tests, combining evaluation data from multiple sources. 
Teacher interview is often used to hire new teachers and 
communicate evaluation results to experienced teachers. An updated, 
formalized version of the one-on-one interview reduces possible interview 
bias. An interview disadvantage is the low correlation between highly 
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rated interviews and subsequent evaluations of teacher effectiveness 
(Darling-Hammond and others, 1983). 
Teacher competency testing is another measurement tool used to 
evaluate teachers. The National Teachers Examination (NTE) is an 
example of competency testing. Used for initial certification and hiring 
decisions, the disadvantage lies in its degree of validity. Most studies of 
NTE results and evaluations of teacher performance show low 
correlation. No test has been developed to measure a teacher’s 
professional commitment, maturation of decision-making ability, and 
social responsibility - all important criteria for effective teaching and 
learning (Soar and others, 1983). Test proponents, however, maintain 
that examinations guarantee a basic knowledge level, eliminate 
interviewer bias, and are legally defensible (Darling-Hammond and 
others, 1983). 
Use of student ratings in teacher evaluation has been restricted to 
higher education, although student input has been collected informally 
in middle and secondary schools. This method is inexpensive, and has a 
high degree of reliability, but questions of validity and bias remain. 
Another method of data collection is peer review. Teaching colleagues 
observe each other’s classroom and examine lesson plans, tests, and 
graded assignments. Peer review examines a wider scope of teaching 
activities than other methods. Disadvantages include time consumption 
and possible peer conflict. Formative application features may justify the 
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time demands and minimize sources of tension (Barber and Klein, 1983; 
Elliot and Chidley, 1985). 
Student achievement is another source of data in teacher 
evaluation. Nationally standardized student achievement examinations 
often are used to evaluate teachers and school systems by ranking the 
student, class, and school according to national norms. Research shows 
that under certain conditions test scores are positively correlated with 
teacher behavior (Woolever, 1985). But scores also depend on inherent 
student qualities, such as I. Q., which are independent of teacher 
influence (Darling-Hammond and others, 1983). 
The most common method for evaluating teachers, however, is 
based on a clinical supervision model consisting of pre-conference, 
observation, and post-conference. As noted in a study conducted by the 
Educational Research Service (1988), 99.8% of American public school 
administrators use direct classroom observation as their primary data 
collection technique. However, primary reliance on formal observation in 
evaluation presents significant problems (Stronge, 1997, p.ll). 
The creative use of multiple data sources to measure teacher 
performance can result in a fuller and more accurate view than is 
available through more narrowly defined approaches to data collection 
(Helm, 1994). Although formal classroom observation can provide 
significant data, it is too limited to be used as the sole source of data for 
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teacher evaluation. Teacher performance can best be judged through 
more comprehensive and inclusive means. 
The use of multiple data sources in the teacher evaluation process 
offers numerous advantages over single-source data collection (Conley, 
1987; Glatthorn, 1984; Harris, 1987; McGreal, 1988): Production of a 
more complete and richly textured portrait of the evaluatee’s 
performance; Collection of data in more naturally occurring situations; 
Integration of primary and secondary data sources in the evaluation; 
Assurance of greater reliability in the documentation of performance; 
Enhancement of objectivity in the documentation of performance; 
Documentation of performance that is more closely related to actual 
work; A more legally defensible basis for evaluation decisions 
(Stronge, 1997). 
The integration of multiple data sources in a teacher evaluation 
system offers a much more realistic picture of actual job performance 
and provides a stronger platform upon which to build realistic 
improvement plans than a single source of information as classroom 
observation. The validity and utility of the process can be dramatically 
enhanced as multiple data sources are properly used in performance 
evaluation. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the design and 
procedures of the study. Specifically, the procedures used for selecting 
the sample schools and the participating principals and teachers are 
detailed. The development of the survey instruments and pilot testing are 
explained. Finally, collection and analysis of the data are described. 
Selection of the Sample Schools 
Two populations of elementary schools are utilized for the 
study. The first population of schools, General Schools, consists of 34 
elementary schools randomly selected from among all the schools in 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The second population 
includes five elementary schools purposefully elected from elementary 
schools participating in the Massachusetts Coalition for Advancement 
in Learning. These five schools are referred to as Target Schools. 
General Schools 
A list of elementary schools in Massachusetts was obtained 
from the Department of Education. Systematic sampling is used to 
obtain the sample from the defined population. All the schools are 
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placed on a list in random order. To select the sample of 100 schools 
from the list of over 1000 schools in Massachusetts, the researcher 
first divided the population by the number needed for the sample 
(1000/ 100=10). Then the researcher selected at random a number 
smaller than the number arrived at by the division (in this case, 8 was 
chosen, which is smaller than 10). Next, starting with the number 8, 
the researcher selected every tenth name from the list of the 
population. A database was created of the 100 schools selected for 
participation in the research. 
Target Schools 
This study also utilizes as subjects of the investigation the 
school systems participating in Massachusetts Coalition for the 
Advancement in Learning (MCAL) affiliated in the Massachusetts 
Elementary School Principals’Association (MESPA). MCAL, formed in 
1999, is a partnership of elementary schools from across the 
commonwealth. The partnership seeks to accomplish a number of 
objectives over the next three years, including: developing school 
improvement plans that create curriculum conditions fostering 
effective learning; encouraging collaboration among principals, 
teachers, and parents to promote student learning; demonstrating the 
importance of local school and community decision-making through 
school councils and other collaborative means; and strengthening the 
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capacity of local schools to evaluate their own effectiveness by using 
MCAS results and additional evaluation data. These schools will be 
referred to as Target Schools thereafter. They are cluster sampled 
because they joined the coalition with a clear commitment to 
increasing student learning. The researcher attended the MCAL 
•* 
meetings and invited principals, both through talking personally 
about the research and in written form, to participate in the study. 
The purposes are clearly explained and ways to collect data are 
elaborated. The principals were asked to talk with their teachers 
about the study and invite the teachers to volunteer their 
participation. Originally six schools agreed to participate, but one 
school dropped out of the process. Therefore, five schools participated 
in the research, which allowed the researcher to conduct more in- 
depth study of the research questions through visits to the schools 
and talks with teachers while asking them to fill out the 
questionnaire. These schools represent a wide spectrum of 
socioeconomic classes and ethnically diverse populations, a 
significantly diverse ethnic mix. See Appendix C for a sample of the 
letter of invitation. 
Teacher Evaluation Survey Instrument Development 
The Teacher Evaluation Surveys were designed and used to 
acquire the needed data for answering the research questions. They 
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were developed through interviewing elementary school teachers, 
administrators, and fellow students who have been experienced 
educators. There were three interrelated steps in the development of 
the instrument. 
Step 1: Brainstorming 
In the formulation of the research questions, three educators 
were selected to talk about their experience in teacher evaluation. One 
is an established educator and teacher trainer who was the Director of 
National Teacher Training Unit in his native country. Another, an 
educator in a private school, has lots of experience in evaluating 
teachers and many creative ideas for conducting teacher evaluation. 
The third educator has been a secondary school teacher who has rich 
experience teaching and evaluating teachers in both U. S. and foreign 
schools. The judges talked about their experience in teacher 
evaluation and brainstormed items that would help to answer each of 
the research questions. They provided their insights regarding 
teacher evaluation and the essential elements for successful 
implementation of teacher evaluations. 
Step 2: Grouping 
The researcher put all items on the 3x5 index cards. The judges 
were asked to group similar items on the index cards under the 
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research questions. Specifically, the questionnaires contain items 
aimed at getting specific information about the four research 
questions. Items are of both the closed form, in which the subjects are 
asked to choose from numbers on a continuum that best represent 
their perceptions, and the open form in which subjects responded in 
their own words. The closed form is designed so that quantification 
and analysis of the results may be carried out efficiently. The results 
for each item were analyzed and reported by the researcher. The 
subjects give any response in their own words about the purposes of 
teacher evaluation, what they perceive as the most effective parts and 
the least effective parts in the teacher evaluation practice as well as 
changes they recommend making in teacher evaluation. The closed 
form is designed so that quantification and analysis of the results may 
be carried out efficiently. 
Step 3: Field Testing 
To learn more about how the questionnaires would be 
interpreted by respondents, the researcher field tested the 
questionnaires and analyzed the responses in a small sample of 
principals and teachers before the main study. The results of the field 
test were used to refine the questionnaires and locate potential 
problems in interpretation or analysis of the results. 
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The researcher asked a small number of teachers and 
principals in two schools to review the instrument and the cover letter 
to be sent out to educators participating in the research study. Their 
review was to help improve the instrument by asking questions and 
providing feedback. The two schools were chosen purposefully. One is 
a lab school where lots of experiments in teacher evaluation were 
conducted. The other school is one whose teachers are committed to 
and very innovative in teaching and getting feedback from many 
sources for school improvement. Some teachers actually completed 
the questionnaire themselves. The researcher also presented the 
instrument in a few seminars in the school to seek feedback and 
suggestions on improving the questionnaires, which proved very 
effective. The research consulted the judges for their insights. 
The questionnaires were very positively reviewed and suggestions were 
put forward for improvement. The researcher carefully considered all 
the feedbacks. 
Step 4: Field Testing Results 
The results from the field-testing gave directions to changes in 
the questionnaires. First, instead of asking the respondents to check 
from a pre-selected list of purposes for teacher evaluation, the 
researcher accepted the suggestion that teachers and principals write 
down the purposes that they think teacher evaluation serves. In this 
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way, the first research question would be more accurately answered. 
Second, one class member asked, regarding the letters listed under 
question 1 of Part II and the bullets in Part IV and Part V, if the 
researcher was influencing the results by allowing a certain number 
of responses. Teacher evaluation may serve many purposes and there 
might be more than three most effective aspects in teacher evaluation 
in their school. There might be only one thing the teachers and 
principals would like to see changed, or they might want to see a lot 
changed in the evaluation practice. The point was well taken and it 
reminded the researcher to explain more clearly the use of the 
arbitrary numbers or bulletin when administering the data collection 
process. Third, in Part III, adverbs such as very, greatly, highly, a lot, 
etc. were dropped from the statement to avoid skewed answers. The 
statement in the direction of Part IV, “the ways in which teacher 
evaluation is conducted may influence its effectiveness”, was dropped 
because of the suspicion that it might be a little too leading. 
The refined questionnaires after field test (see Appendix F) were 
sent to principals whose schools agreed to participate in this study. 
The questionnaire used to collect data for this study contains four 
parts. Part I asks teachers and principals about the demographics of 
the school or themselves. The second part tries to seek their 
perceptions of the major purposes of teacher evaluation. Part III asks 
teachers and principals to select from a continuum of 1 to 4 (Strongly 
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Agree to Strongly Disagree) the number that best reflects their 
perception about a statement. Part IV attempts to find out what are 
the most effective parts and the least effective parts in current teacher 
evaluations. Part V intends to solicit suggestions for change in teacher 
evaluation to make it more effective in improving the quality of 
instruction and learning. 
Data Collection and Analysis 
Principals were invited to participate in the study by completing 
the questionnaire. The researcher requested that they also provide 
teacher contracts and evaluation instruments used in their school. 
Teachers were asked to fill out a questionnaire. Data from both 
sources were compared to find out similarities and differences in 
perceptions regarding the four research questions guiding the study. 
Data needed to answer the four research questions were obtained 
from 34 elementary schools in Massachusetts and also from five 
elementary schools participating in the MCAL. 
General Schools 
Principals were contacted and invited to participate in this 
study. One hundred invitation letters (see Appendix C), together with 
a copy of the questionnaire and a stamped return envelope, were 
mailed to the randomly selected school principals. They were 
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requested to return the completed questionnaire within two weeks. By 
the end of two weeks, thirteen were received. A follow up letter was 
sent out, together with a second copy of the questionnaire, to 
principals who had not returned the questionnaires. See Appendix D 
for a sample of the Follow-up Letter. As a result of the follow-up, 
another twenty-one completed questionnaires were received, totaling 
thirty-four principals representing thirty-four school systems (nine 
urban schools, twenty-four suburban schools and one rural school). 
The demographic data of the schools, such as the number of faculty 
members, number of tenured teachers, the student population, school 
size and location (rural, suburban, or urban) in the schools, were 
obtained from principals. Precautions were taken not to ask teachers’ 
names to ensure privacy and confidentiality as well as to avoid 
possible comparison among individual teachers. 
Target Schools 
The five Target Schools consist of two urban schools, two 
suburban schools and one rural school. Two ways were used for the 
data collection process in these schools. The researcher attended the 
MCAL meetings and invited principals and their teachers, both in 
person and written form, to participate. A list of participants was 
generated. The researcher contacted the principals by telephone, 
scheduled a time and paid visits to three of the five schools 
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participating in the study. The researcher talked with volunteer 
teachers about the purposes of the study and their right to withdraw 
any time from the study during the process and asked them to fill out 
the questionnaire. A copy of the evaluation form currently used in the 
schools and description of procedures used regarding how data are 
collected and used were solicited from the principals. 
An additional method was employed in the data collection 
process. The principals distributed the questionnaires to the 
volunteering teachers. Then he or she designated another person to 
collect the completed questionnaires. Together with the questionnaire 
filled out by the principal, these questionnaires were mailed back to 
the researcher. Teachers and principals had two weeks to complete 
the questionnaire and the principals or a designee collected them and 
mailed them back to the researcher. A follow-up letter was mailed to 
principals who had not yet sent back the questionnaires in order that 
the representative nature of the sample might be better assured. In 
two cases, the principals did not return the questionnaires together 
with those filled out by the teachers. The researcher followed up with 
a letter and a copy of the questionnaire in case they had misplaced 
the original one. One principal returned the completed questionnaire 
within two weeks. The researcher called the other principal to remind 
him of the questionnaire and offered to pick it up at the school should 
that make it easier for the principal. The principal returned it in a 
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week, making the data collection process for the five Target Schools 
complete. 
Data collected from the two sources of principals and teachers 
are analyzed to determine recognizable patterns and to categorize 
responses to frequency by single schools, across the schools. A 
summary report of the purposes of teacher evaluation and how 
teacher evaluation is conducted and used effectively in increasing 
student learning, together with a Thank-you Letter (see Appendix E), 
will be sent to each principal. Principals are encouraged to share the 
report with teachers who participated and those who didn’t as well. 
Research methodology for each of the four research questions is 
delineated below. 
Research Question 1: 
What are the similarities and differences in perceptions of 
elementary school teachers and principals regarding the major 
purposes of teacher evaluation? 
The methodology for the first research question contains the 
following five steps. 
All participating principals and teachers, both in General 
Schools and Target Schools, were asked to fill out the survey 
questionnaire, the first section asks some demographic questions 
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about the school or the teachers themselves. Part II of the 
questionnaire specifically addresses the first research question. 
Participants were asked to give brief answers to the question. 
First, principal responses from General Schools were recorded 
on cards, analyzed and presented as a group to determine similarities 
and differences. 
Second, the responses from Target Schools were analyzed by 
single schools and across all schools. The individual responses from 
principals and teachers were put on cards. Same responses or 
responses conveying the same ideas by using different words were 
grouped together within a school to show the frequency of responses. 
Differences in responses were also recorded on cards. The response 
from the principal was presented and then compared with responses 
of teachers from the same school to see how their responses were 
similar or different regarding the major purposes of teacher 
evaluation. Then, an analysis of responses from all across schools was 
done similarly as with that of single schools. Same or similar 
responses from principals and teachers were recorded separately on 
cards. The responses were analyzed separately to determine the 
frequency of same or similar responses. 
Third, responses from General School principals were compared 
with Target School principals, then with teachers to identify any 
patterns in their respective answers regarding purposes of teacher 
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evaluation. A comparison was also conducted between responses from 
principals and those from teachers in Target Schools to show both 
similarities and differences. 
Fourth, data obtained from the survey, together with the 
teacher evaluation documents were analyzed by single schools and 
across all schools to determine ways in which teacher evaluation is 
designed to help elementary school teachers improve instruction and 
increase student learning. 
Fifth, data from principal and teacher responses to Statement 
12 (Teacher evaluation in our school is an effective way to improving 
student learning) in Part III of the questionnaire were analyzed by 
single schools where principal response was compared with those 
responses from teachers within the school. An across school 
comparison was conducted between principal responses and teacher 
responses. A comparison between purposes stated in the documents 
and the responses from teachers and principal was very helpful to 
determine if theory actually guides the practice of teacher evaluation. 
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Research Question 2: 
What changes do elementary school teachers and principals 
recommend so that teacher evaluation may be more effective in 
increasing student learning? 
Methodology for Research Question 2 contains three steps. 
In Part V of the questionnaire, both principals and teachers 
were asked to offer their recommendations to improve teacher 
evaluation existing in their schools. Based on their experience with 
teacher evaluation as administrators (evaluators) and as teachers (the 
evaluated), they are in a good position to suggest any changes they 
would like to see happening in using teacher evaluation more 
effectively to increase student learning. 
First, principal recommendations from General Schools were 
recorded on cards, analyzed and presented as a group to determine 
similarities and differences. 
Second, the recommendations from Target Schools were 
analyzed by single schools and across all schools. The individual 
responses from principals and teachers were put on cards. Same 
responses or similar responses were grouped together within a school 
to show the frequency of responses. Differences in responses were 
also recorded on cards. The response from the principal was 
presented and then compared with responses of teachers from the 
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same school to see whether their recommendations were the same, 
similar or different. Then, an analysis of responses from all across 
schools was done similarly as with that of single schools. Same or 
similar responses from principals and teachers were recorded 
separately on cards. The responses were analyzed separately to 
determine the frequency of same or similar responses. 
Third, recommendations from General School principals were 
compared with those of Target School principals, then teachers to 
identify any patterns in their respective answers in making teacher 
evaluation more effective in improving student learning. A comparison 
was also conducted between responses from principals and those 
from teachers in Target Schools to show both similarities and 
differences. 
Research Question TS1: 
In what ways are teacher evaluations in Target Schools 
designed to help elementary school teachers improve instruction and 
increase student learning? 
Methodology for this research question contains three steps. 
First, the principals, when contacted and invited to participate 
in the study, were asked to provide the researcher with a copy of the 
Teacher Evaluation Form they currently use in their schools. Also, 
descriptions of the procedures regarding ways of data collection and 
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the use of the data were solicited from the principals. The researcher 
then tried to identify if the evaluation is designed to help teachers 
improve student learning by examining whether the substance of 
evaluation is directly related to anything that is occurring in the 
classroom, in the school, or school system. Aspects that deserve 
attention and examination are such as teaching methodology, 
learning environment, classroom atmosphere, teacher’s knowledge of 
curriculum and subject matter, instruction designed to facilitate 
learning consistent with the needs and interests of the learners, and 
other things that directly affect instruction and student learning. 
Data obtained from the documents were analyzed by single schools 
and across schools. 
Second, on the basis of identifying the linkages between teacher 
evaluation and the teaching and learning process occurring in the 
specific classrooms, Part III of the survey questionnaire asked very 
important questions regarding whether the designing of the evaluation 
system was intended to improve instruction, which may in turn 
increase student learning. Questions range from teacher knowledge 
about the major purposes of teacher evaluation, their involvement in 
designing the teacher evaluation used in their schools, data sources, 
teacher familiarity with the procedures, as well as competency of the 
evaluator. Data obtained from the sources were analyzed between the 
principal and teachers in single schools, and between all principals 
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and teachers in Target Schools to determine patterns of similarities 
and differences. 
Third, data obtained from the survey, together with the teacher 
evaluation forms and documents were analyzed by single schools, 
across all schools to determine ways in which teacher evaluation is 
designed to help elementary school teachers improve instruction and 
increase student learning. A comparison between statements in the 
document and the responses from teachers and principal was to 
determine if theory actually guides the practice of teacher evaluation. 
Research Question TS2: 
What are the perceptions of elementary school principals and 
teachers regarding the current effectiveness of teacher evaluation as a 
means to improving student learning in their local schools and 
classrooms? 
The research methodology for Question TS2 consists of the 
following two steps. 
First, the survey questions in Part IV of the questionnaire asked 
principals and teachers to identify the most effective parts and least 
effective parts of the teacher evaluation used in their schools. Data 
from the survey were analyzed by individual teachers and teachers as 
a group in a single school. Then, the responses of principal and 
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teachers in a single school were compared to seek similarities and 
differences. Principals and teachers across all schools were compared 
to identify similarities and differences in their perceptions regarding 
the effectiveness of current evaluation in increasing student learning. 
Second, data obtained from the statements in Part III of the 
questionnaire were analyzed by single schools and across all schools 
to determine how effective principals and teachers think the existing 
teacher evaluations are in improving student learning. 
Chapter Summary 
Data to answer the four research questions guiding this study 
were obtained from thirty-four principals from General Schools and 
five principals and forty-two teachers from five Target Schools 
affiliated with MCAL. All principals and teachers were asked to fill out 
the survey questionnaire designed for principals and teachers 
respectively. Copies of the written documents on teacher evaluation 
and the actual evaluation instruments currently used in the schools 
were solicited from principals. The findings of this study are reported 
in Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS 
The purpose of this chapter is to report, analyze, and interpret the 
data obtained from thirty-four principals of the General Schools, five 
principals and forty-two teachers from the Target Schools in 
Massachusetts. They represent thirty-nine elementaiy schools in urban, 
suburban, and rural areas. This study describes teacher evaluation and 
student learning through the perceptions of elementary school principals 
and teachers. 
The analysis of the data in this chapter occurs in four sections that 
correspond to each of the research questions, which guided the 
investigation. The first section answers the question: What are the 
similarities and differences in perceptions of elementary school teachers 
and principals regarding the major purposes of teacher evaluation? The 
second section answers the question: What changes do elementary 
school principals and teachers recommend so that teacher evaluation 
may be more effective in increasing student learning? The third section 
answers the question: In what ways are teacher evaluations designed to 
help elementary school teachers improve instruction and increase 
student learning? The fourth section answers the question: What are the 
similarities and differences in perceptions of elementary school teachers 
and principals regarding the current effectiveness of teacher evaluation 
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as a means of improving student learning in their local schools and 
classrooms? 
In the discussion of the data from the statements in Part III, for 
comparative purposes, Strongly Agree and Agree are viewed as positive 
responses and frequently the percentages of Strongly Agree and Agree 
are combined to give a total positive response. Disagree and Strongly 
Disagree are considered negative responses and also the percentages are 
frequently combined to give a total negative response. Principals and 
teachers were asked to provide some demographic questions about their 
schools and themselves. Figure 1 is a Breakdown of General School 
Principals by Years of Experience and Figure 2 by Location. Figures 3-6 
are breakdowns of teacher participants by gender, degree, status, and 
teaching experience. See Appendix A for information about General 
Schools and Appendix B for Teacher Background Information. 
Research Question 1 : 
What are the similarities and differences in perceptions 
of elementary school teachers and principals regarding 
the major purposes of teacher evaluation? 
Data for this research question were collected from surveys and 
written documents obtained from schools both in the Target Schools and 
the General Schools in Massachusetts. To be more exact, they were from 
principals of the General Schools, principals from Target Schools, 
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teachers from Target Schools, and the teacher evaluation contract and 
instruments used in the schools. Statement 12 in Part III of the Survey 
Questionnaire was also created to help answer this question. The data 
from each source were analyzed individually. The responses from 
General School principals were analyzed, then compared with the 
responses from the Target School principals to find out if there were any 
patterns in terms of similarities and differences. Data from the Target 
School principals and teachers were analyzed individually and then were 
compared with each other to determine patterns. Data from both groups 
of principals were grouped together and analyzed, and then compared 
with those of the Target School teachers. Written purposes from the 
documents were compared with answers from teachers and principals to 
find out about similarities and differences. 
Principal Responses from General Schools Regarding Major Purposes of 
Teacher Evaluation 
As stated in Chapter III, one hundred school principals were 
selected and invited to participate in the investigation. A total of thirty 
four principals returned the completed questionnaires after the follow-up 
letters urging principals to do so with another copy of the questionnaire 
and a stamped return envelope attached. All principals were asked to 
write down what they perceived were the major purposes of teacher 
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evaluation based on their first-hand experiences, and then circle the two 
most important purposes from their lists of purposes. 
All principals who completed the questionnaire put down one to 
five purposes of teacher evaluations. Among the rather diverse purposes 
principals included in their lists, some stood out. Elements of 
accountability and improvement seemed to be the most mentioned. 50% 
of the principals (frequency of response =17) considered one of the most 
important purposes of teacher evaluation was to insure accountability 
and make personnel decisions (rehire, hire, remove, change career...). 
The same number of principals (50%) also included improving teachers’ 
growth as professional as another most important purpose. Fifteen 
principals (44%) believed that one of the purposes of teacher evaluation 
was to improve curriculum and instruction. 
There were other important purposes from the list that deserved 
attention. Ten principals (29.4%) thought that one purpose should be to 
provide feedback or assistance. 
Eight principals (23.53%) listed documenting exemplary teachers 
as one of the purposes of teacher evaluation. Eight others talked about 
monitoring teacher effectiveness, effective use of support programs in 
meeting the needs of needy students, and understand teacher strategies, 
procedures and effective practices. Seven principals (20.59%) said that 
one purpose was to improve student achievement and enhance student 
learning. The same number of principals believed that it was to 
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ascertain strengths and weaknesses in the teacher. Four principals just 
took it as a requirement of the teacher contract. 
Among the rest of the purposes mentioned by the principals were 
to help staff to reflect on practice, goal setting, to assess if instruction 
was aligned with curriculum frameworks, to assess curriculum status 
and change. One principal thought that one of the purposes was to 
develop sense of trust, support and confidence in supervisory 
relationship. See Table 1 for the frequency of principal answers to 
Question 1. 
Target School Responses Regarding Major Purposes of Teacher 
Evaluation 
Teachers and principals from the Target Schools all responded to 
the first question regarding the major purposes of teacher evaluation 
through their perceptions. The data were analyzed and presented by 
individual schools. Teacher responses were compared with principal 
response to determine similarities and differences. 
School A. The principal believed that the two most important 
purposes for teacher evaluation were to improve student learning and the 
evaluation of teachers based on Principles of Effective Teaching. The two 
other purposes mentioned were 1. To promote and support school’s 
mission and goals and 2. To identify and share exceptional educational 
practice. 
72 
T
ab
le
 
1 
C
om
pa
ris
on
 
o
f R
es
po
ns
es
 
R
eg
ar
di
ng
 
Pu
rp
os
es
 
o
f T
ea
ch
er
 
E
va
lu
at
io
n 
(G
SP
 
=
 
G
en
er
al
 
Sc
ho
ol
 
Pr
in
ci
pa
ls
; 
T
SP
 
=
 
T
ar
ge
t 
Sc
ho
ol
 
Pr
in
ci
pa
ls
, T
ST
 
=
 
T
ar
ge
t 
Sc
ho
ol
 
T
ea
ch
er
s) 
T
ST
 
To
ta
l =
 
42
 
SO 
f- 22
 
46
 
44
 
CM 
o Ov oo ir, 
T
SP
 
To
ta
l =
5 
— m CM — •r* rr) — rM CM 
tT=-'«loj.
 
dSD
 
CM r- ir, V" <*■) oo CM 
— — 
CM 
— 
— 
Pu
rp
os
es
 
To
 
m
o
n
ito
r 
te
ac
he
r 
e
ff
ec
tiv
en
es
s 
/ p
ro
fe
ss
io
na
l/ 
pe
rs
on
al
 
qu
al
iti
es
 
T
o 
a
sc
e
rt
ai
n 
st
re
ng
th
s 
a
n
d 
w
e
a
kn
es
se
s 
in
 
th
e 
te
ac
he
r 
To
 
u
n
de
rs
ta
nd
 
te
ac
he
r 
st
ra
te
gi
es
/p
ro
ce
du
re
s,
 
e
ff
ec
tiv
e 
pr
ac
tic
es
 
To
 
in
su
re
 
a
c
c
o
u
n
ta
bi
lit
y 
a
n
d 
m
a
ke
 
pe
rs
on
ne
l 
de
ci
si
on
s 
(re
hi
re
, h
ire
, r
e
m
o
v
e
, 
c
ha
ng
e 
c
a
re
e
r.
.
 
To
 
im
or
ov
e 
c
u
rr
ic
ul
um
 
a
n
d 
in
st
ru
ct
io
n 
_
*
-
—
-
-
—
 
-
—
 
 
-
—
—
 
To
 
im
or
ov
e 
st
ud
en
t a
c
hi
ev
em
en
t/e
nh
an
ce
 
st
ud
en
t 
le
ar
ni
ng
 
_
£
-
-
-
—
-
-
—
 
To
 
pr
ov
id
e 
fe
ed
ba
ck
/a
ss
is
ta
nc
e 
a
n
d 
he
lp
 
st
af
f t
o 
re
fle
ct
 
o
n
 
pr
ac
tic
e 
r 
M—> 
£ 
O 
5b 
"re 
r- 
5 
C/2 
C/2 
.W 
O 
5, 
CJ ■*—' 
o 
r- 
r- 
5 
o 
C/3 
cc 
<— 
5 
*53 
C/3 
,<L> 
o 
a. 
C/3 
CC 
r 
? 
o 
5b 
e~ 
c/2 
53 
r— 
o 
re 
i) 
-+-> 
QJ 
> 
O 
a 
r“ 
• 
o 
<u ■*-> 
re 
•*-< 
C/2 
r— 
re 
-<—> 
o 
re 
■*—> 
r“ 
o 
o 
a3 
r~ 
O 
re 
<u 
4- 
o 
■4—> 
53 
r“ 
r- 
53 
3 
a 
a> 
Czi 
_
>_
_
_
_
_
—
-
—
-
 
To
 
do
cu
m
en
t e
x
e
m
pl
ar
/ t
ea
ch
er
s 
/ 
id
en
tif
y 
an
d 
sh
ar
e 
e
x
c
e
pt
io
na
l 
e
du
ca
tio
na
l 
pr
ac
tic
e 
To
 
a
ss
e
ss
 
c
u
rr
ic
ul
um
 
st
at
us
 
a
n
d 
c
ha
ng
e 
0£ 
•4—> <D 
c/3 
O 
o D
ev
el
op
 
se
n
se
 
o
f t
ru
st
, 
su
pp
or
t a
n
d 
c
o
n
fid
en
ce
 
in
 
su
pe
rv
is
or
y 
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p,
 
po
si
tiv
e 
in
te
ra
ct
io
n,
 
pr
om
ot
e 
c
o
m
m
u
n
ic
at
io
n 
To
 
a
ss
e
ss
 
if
 
in
st
ru
ct
io
n 
is 
a
lig
ne
d 
w
ith
 
c
u
rr
ic
ul
um
 
fr
am
ew
or
ks
 
-
-
-
—
-
—
 
To
 
m
e
a
su
re
 
c
o
n
te
nt
 
a
n
d 
qu
al
ity
 
o
f c
u
rr
ic
ul
um
 
M
on
ito
rin
g 
u
se
 
o
f s
u
pp
or
t p
ro
gr
am
s 
fo
r e
ff
ec
tiv
e 
u
se
s 
in
 
m
e
e
tin
g 
th
e 
n
e
e
ds
 
o
f n
e
e
dy
 
st
ud
en
ts
 
73 
C
on
tin
ue
d,
 
n
e
x
t 
pa
ge
 
T
ab
le
 
1 
c
o
n
tin
ue
d 
m <N 
— — 
i sO CN oo — — — — 
— <N 
P
ro
m
ot
e 
a
n
d 
su
pp
or
t 
s
c
ho
ol
’s
 
m
is
si
on
 
a
n
d 
go
al
s 
P
ro
m
ot
e 
te
ac
he
rs
 
a
s 
lif
el
on
g 
le
ar
ne
rs
, 
ke
ep
 
te
ac
he
rs
 
c
u
rr
e
n
t 
in
 
th
ei
r 
pr
og
re
ss
 
in
 
le
ar
ni
ng
 
E
va
lu
at
io
n 
o
f t
ea
ch
er
s 
ba
se
d 
o
n
 
P
ri
nc
ip
le
s 
o
f 
E
ff
ec
tiv
e 
T
ea
ch
in
g 
T
o 
in
vo
lv
e 
th
e 
pa
re
nt
 
a
n
d 
c
o
m
m
u
n
it
y 
St
ud
en
t 
/ t
ea
ch
er
 
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p,
 
ra
pp
or
t 
w
ith
 
st
u
de
nt
, 
re
la
te
 
to
 
s
tu
de
nt
s 
a
n
d 
ha
ve
 
a 
he
al
th
y,
 
pr
od
uc
tiv
e 
re
la
tio
ns
hi
p 
St
ud
en
ts
 
le
ar
n 
m
o
re
 
fr
om
 
im
pr
ov
ed
 
in
st
ru
ct
io
n 
T
ea
ch
er
s 
s
e
lf
-e
xa
m
in
at
io
n 
/ 
re
fl
ec
tio
n 
C
la
ss
ro
om
 
c
o
n
tr
o
l 
a
n
d 
m
a
n
a
ge
m
en
t, 
c
la
ss
ro
om
 
a
tm
o
sp
he
re
 
T
o 
a
llo
w
 
te
ac
he
rs
 
to
 
e
n
ga
ge
 
in
 
pe
er
 
c
o
a
c
hi
ng
 
a
s 
a
n
 
a
lte
rn
at
iv
e 
to
 
s
e
lf
-e
va
lu
at
io
n 
H
el
p 
te
ac
he
rs
 
id
en
tif
y 
s
tu
de
nt
s 
w
ith
 
sp
ec
ia
l 
le
ar
ni
ng
 
n
e
e
ds
 
N
ot
 
su
re
. 
H
av
in
g 
be
en
 
v
a
ri
ed
 
o
v
e
r 
th
e 
ye
ar
s:
 
fo
cu
s 
o
n
 
“
a
re
a
s
 
po
in
ts
” 
U
se
 
v
a
ri
ou
s 
m
e
di
a 
in
 
te
ac
hi
ng
 
74 
Seven teachers (100%) responded to the question that fell into the 
category of accountability: provide data affecting contract renewal, 
promotion, assignment and dismissal; assessing individual teacher 
performance, and to ensure teaching of the curriculum frameworks. Six 
teachers (85.7%) looked at the purpose of evaluation in terms of 
improvement of instruction and teaching strategies and styles. Five 
teachers (71.4%) considered professional development as one of the most 
important purposes. Four teachers (55.6%) supported the principal in 
stating the purpose as to improve or ensure student learning. Two 
teachers shared with the principal that one purpose was to identify and 
share exceptional educational practices. One teacher agreed with the 
principal that evaluation of teachers based on Principles of Effective 
Teaching was one of the most important purposes. A few teachers 
stated the purpose of teacher evaluation was to support teachers, 
promote them as lifelong learners and keep them current in their 
progress in learning. Four teachers claimed that teacher evaluation was 
required by state and was a contract obligation or agreement. One 
teacher thought evaluation was about student/teacher relationship, 
while another one regarded it as a chance to involve the parent and 
community. 
While the teachers share three of the four purposes proposed by 
the principal, no teacher considered the purpose of teacher evaluation as 
promoting and supporting school’s mission and goals. The teachers 
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raised the accountability aspects of teacher evaluation and improvement 
of instruction as well as professional development in a much clearer 
manner compared with the principal who might have implied these 
aspects in her statements, for example, in evaluating teachers based on 
Principles of Effective Teaching. 
School B. The principal has three purposes for teacher evaluation. 
The two most important ones are improvement of the teaching and 
learning process and determination of performance of teachers so that 
the best teachers are recognized, retained and granted tenure. The third 
purpose is to evaluate proper delivery of curriculum. 
In responding to this question, fourteen teachers (100%) clearly 
stated that the purpose of teacher evaluation was to help improve 
instruction, teaching/learning process, and teaching effectiveness in 
preparation and presentation. Thirteen teachers (92.8%) answered the 
question in relation to children and their learning. The purposes of 
teacher evaluations, they said, were to see if the teacher could relate to 
children and have a healthy and productive interaction; to establish 
rapport with students; to see how flexible the teachers were in presenting 
materials effectively relative to their knowledge base and appropriate for 
the kids’ level; to measure the ability of the teachers to put subject 
matter to children so they would understand. Four of them also stressed 
teacher sensitivity to different personalities and adaptability to different 
learning needs and styles. All this had to do with the third purpose 
76 
raised by the principal regarding proper delivery of curriculum. Six 
teachers recognized that students learn more from improved instruction 
while four teachers considered the purpose of evaluation was to evaluate 
teachers’ knowledge of subject matter and curriculum to enhance 
student learning. 
Teachers also talked about evaluating teaching abilities, teachers’ 
knowledge of curriculum, following of state framework for curriculum 
and monitoring professional qualities as purposes of teacher evaluation. 
While one teacher considered accountability as the purpose of teacher 
evaluation, three others regarded it as fulfillment of contract and state 
requirements, for tenure and increment decisions, and for recognizing, 
retaining best teachers, which in a way supported the principal’s second 
purpose. Five teachers listed classroom control and management so that 
the atmosphere will not affect the learning of other children. Evaluating 
the strengths and weaknesses of a teacher could have two purposes, for 
improvement or personnel decisions. Teachers also mentioned the 
following as purposes of teacher evaluation: personal qualities, teacher 
self-reflection, and personal goal setting. 
It is true that all three purposes identified by the principal were 
shared by the teachers, yet teachers were more detailed, concrete, and 
comprehensive including the aspects of relating their teaching to children 
and student learning in their perspectives. 
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School C. The principal listed four purposes in responding to the 
question: to improve student learning, to improve teaching, to provide 
feedback to identify teachers regarding their instruction practices, and to 
help make informed decisions regarding teacher contract renewal. While 
the first two purposes are mainly for improvement, the latter two are for 
accountability purposes. 
Three teachers (42.8%) supported the principal in identifying 
improving student learning as one of the purposes of teacher evaluation. 
Three others took it as improving instruction or teaching strategies, 
which is a reflection of the second purpose the principal raised. Five 
teachers (71.4%) took evaluation as an accountability issue: it 
documents unacceptable teacher behaviors, critiques teachers, is an 
annual process required, and it monitors curriculum and standards. 
Again, these comments coincide with the last two purposes regarding 
accountability. 
Besides the points above that were in agreement with the 
principal’s, six teachers (88.89%) regarded goal setting as the purpose of 
evaluation. They talked about goal setting for self-reflection, creating 
long and short-range goals, and making sure that progress was made 
toward goals. Four teachers thought that the purpose of teacher 
evaluation was to promote collegiality and professional development 
between administrators and teachers and among teachers themselves. 
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One teacher regarded teacher evaluation as a process to encourage and 
support staff. 
School D. The principal, when answering the question, gave the 
following four purposes: to improve performance, promote professional 
growth, highlight strengths, and determine areas of weakness. 
An analysis of the grouping of the same and very similar responses 
from teachers showed that the first group (frequency =11) focused on the 
improvement of teaching, though they expressed this in various ways. 
Some statements saw evaluation's purposes as being to help teachers to 
improve, to give assistance to teachers in any areas of need, to assist 
teachers in improving their skills, to encourage different instructional 
approaches, to help teachers to become better instructors. The second 
group of answers centered on teacher effectiveness. Comments ranged 
from knowledge of subject matter, clear instruction, appropriate 
language, open-ended questions, different behavioral techniques, 
working with grade level frameworks, using media in teaching, to 
environment and order in the classroom for effective learning, etc. The 
frequency rate for this group was 11. A third group of answers 
(frequency = 9) was concerned with student learning. They reflected the 
following goals: meeting student needs and interests, respecting all 
learners, responding to all learners, documenting the needs and levels of 
all students, a clear focus on teaching and learning, a tool to 
communicate teaching, learning and assessment expectations, and 
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aligning lessons/units to the curriculum. One teacher believed that 
evaluation was just to fulfil contract. Another said that it was to see if 
the teacher was following the State Frameworks, Standards, and 
Learning Outcomes. 
Teachers’ responses focused on improvement of teaching, teacher 
effectiveness and student learning, which echoed the first purpose of the 
principal: to improve performance. One teacher agreed with the principal 
on the second purpose, which was to promote professional growth. In 
terms of the purposes of highlighting strengths and determining areas of 
weaknesses, teachers did not clearly spell out similar purposes. Yet, in 
determining the teaching effectiveness, a teacher’s strengths and 
weaknesses would be shown, so would whether the teacher was following 
the frameworks, or whether the teacher was aligning the lesson plans to 
the standard based curriculum. The teachers recognized the fact that 
teacher evaluation was to promote student learning, which the principal 
failed to mention. 
School E. The principal, when answering the question, listed three 
purposes: first, “unfortunately, it is to satisfy contractual obligation;” 
Second, “it also serves to provide the principal with first hand knowledge 
of the teachers’ teaching;” Third, “in some cases, suggestions for 
improving instruction are discussed in the post conference.” 
Two teachers agreed with the principal in that they thought 
evaluation was to comply with contract or to satisfy the contract, while 
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another one thought that it was to ensure that teachers are 
implementing the school district curriculum. Five teachers out of six 
regarded it as a chance to receive feedback, help, or criticism on the 
effectiveness of their lessons or teaching style. Two teachers listed 
improvement of instruction, and two others identified promoting diverse 
instructional approaches and new teaching strategies as purposes. Two 
others believed that the purposes were to identify areas of strengths and 
weaknesses. Teacher evaluation was to support teachers in setting and 
achieving personal and professional goals and to provide ideas and 
resources for further professional development, according to two 
teachers. One teacher thought that teacher evaluation was to allow 
teachers to engage in peer coaching as an alternative way to self- 
evaluate. Also, this was a chance for the principal to get to know the 
teacher, and both principal and teacher put forward their agenda, 
commented on by three teachers. 
While the principal referred to the purposes as contractual 
obligation, first hand knowledge of teacher’s teaching, and improvement 
of instruction, the teachers, while agreeing with the principal, put 
forward more purposes of teacher evaluation such as professional 
development, goal setting, identifying strengths and weaknesses, and 
peer coaching. 
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Data Analysis of Statement 12 
Statement 12: Teacher evaluation in our school is an effective way 
to improve student learning. 
This statement, in Part III of the Survey Questionnaire, was created 
to help answer the first research question regarding the purpose of 
teacher evaluation. Responses from teachers and the principals from 
individual schools were presented. 
Teachers from School A responded very positively to this 
statement. Five teachers (85.72%) either strongly agreed or agreed with 
it, with only one teacher (14.29%) disagreeing. The principal agreed with 
the majority. 
School B also presented a positive picture in response to the 
statement. Twelve teachers (85.71%) chose either Strongly Agree or 
Agree, and the principal agreed with the statement. Only two teachers 
disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. 
Four teachers from School C (66.67%) agreed or strongly agreed 
that teacher evaluation improved student learning. The principal 
supported their stand. Two teachers answered negatively to the 
statement. 
The principal from School D strongly agreed with the statement, 
joined by seven teachers (Strongly Agree or Agree) who took up 87.5% of 
all the respondents. Only one teacher chose to oppose it. 
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Two thirds of the teacher at School E (66.66%) supported the 
statement with two Strongly Agree and two Agree. Two teachers did not 
agree with the statement and the principal also chose to disagree. 
Taken as a group, thirty-three teachers (80.49%) and four 
principals (80%) responded positively to the statement. One principal 
(20%) and eight teachers (19.51%) were on the negative side. See Table 2 
for all teacher responses to the statement. Figure 7 is a histogram for all 
teacher responses and Figure 8 for all principal responses. 
Purposes of Teacher Evaluation as Stated in the Written Documents 
Principals submitted a copy of the written documents and the 
instrument currently used in their schools. The purposes stated are 
presented by individual schools in the order of A-E. 
School A. This school has nine purposes for its evaluation system. 
1. Assist the individual teacher in providing a high quality 
education for students 
2. Promote and support the district’s mission and goals 
3. Provide a means of periodically assessing individual teacher 
performance 
4. Provide information to detail staff members’ current 
performance level, areas of improvement and suggestions that 
will lead to further improvement 
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5. Identify and share exceptional educational practices and 
superior teaching performance 
6. Promote and support professional development 
7. Provide data for personnel practices relating to renewal, 
promotion, assignment and dismissal within standards and 
procedures defined in state law and local labor agreements 
8. Support and promote teachers as lifelong learners 
9. Support teachers, making their profession more satisfying and 
enjoyable. 
School B. The purpose of teacher evaluation was stated as 
identifying, gathering and using information as part of an ongoing 
process to improve professional performance and to judge total job 
effectiveness. 
School C. The purpose of this evaluation system is to improve 
instruction. If a teacher is not meeting the expected level of professional 
performance, a separate procedure will be followed. 
School D. The Teacher Evaluation and Professional Development 
document, created by a Professional Development Committee consisting 
of teachers and administrators, is to provide each teacher with 
information about the expectations and procedures used in assessing 
teacher effectiveness. The plan does not negate the responsibility of the 
administrator to evaluate each professional in a systematic manner, 
rather its content is to promote shared responsibility for professional 
87 
growth by establishing a collegial atmosphere to improve instruction. The 
primary purpose of evaluation is the improvement of individual 
professional performance, reflecting an acceptable system-wide 
philosophy, and serving as a guide for constructive supervision. 
School E. The purpose of teacher evaluation was defined as 
“improvement and maintenance of quality professional performance, as 
well as promotion of the school/district mission and goals”. Evaluation 
is a both a means and an end. As a means, it is a process of 
communication, personal support, feedback, adjustment and growth for 
both the individual and the organization. As an end, it represents the 
basis for documenting evidence for the retention, improvement, 
promotion, and dismissal of personnel. 
While two schools clearly state the purpose of teacher evaluation is 
to improve instruction, improvement of professional performance is 
definitely a goal expressed in all five schools. Accountability is another 
priority purpose in the statements, regarding teacher evaluation as a 
process to collect data for making personnel decisions. Three out of the 
five schools listed promotion of the school mission and goals or reflection 
of an acceptable system-wide philosophy among the purposes of teacher 
evaluation in their schools. 
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Similarities and Differences between General School Principals and 
Target School Principals Regarding the Purposes of Teacher 
Evaluation 
Among the diverse purposes from General School principals, 
accountability and improvement of teachers as professionals were two 
top purposes for teacher evaluation identified by seventeen principals 
(50%). In clear contrast, only one principal (20%) from Target Schools 
listed the same two purposes. Fifteen principals (44%) from General 
Schools believed that one major purpose was to improve curriculum and 
instruction, five Target School principals (100%) listed it as the top 
purpose for teacher evaluation. 
While three principals (60%) from Target Schools identified 
improvement of student learning as a very important purpose, only seven 
General School principals (approximately 21%) expressed the same 
perception. Providing feedback or assistance was identified as one 
purpose for teacher evaluation by ten General School principals (29.4%), 
compared to three principals (60%) from Target Schools. Another 
purpose mentioned was documenting exemplary teachers, supported by 
eight principals from General Schools (23.53%) and two Target School 
principals (40%). 
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Similarities and Differences between Principals and Teachers in Target 
Schools Regarding the Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 
An analysis of the data from Target School principals showed 
clearly that all principals (100%) agreed that improvement of teaching 
was a top priority on their agenda. Three principals (60%) believed that 
one of the major purposes of teacher evaluation was to improve student 
learning and the teaching/learning process, an indication of the inter¬ 
connection of the process of improving instruction and learning. While 
two principals (40%) believed that it was to satisfy contractual obligation, 
three others (60%) took it as an opportunity to get first hand knowledge 
of the teacher’s delivery of curriculum and to collect information to help 
make informed decisions regarding teacher contract renewal. Two 
principals (40%) thought that one of the main purposes of teacher 
evaluation was to identify and share exceptional educational practice so 
that the best teachers were recognized, retained and granted tenure. 
Three principals (60%) considered the purpose as to highlight strengths, 
determine areas of weakness, and to provide feedback regarding their 
instruction practice. One principal (20%) connected teacher evaluation 
with promoting and supporting school’s mission and goals. Another 
principal (20%) believed that teacher evaluation was to promote teachers’ 
growth as professionals. Two principals (40%) advocated using research 
results, e.g. Principles of Effective Teaching to evaluate teachers. 
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While the teachers agreed with their principal in most of their 
responses, as shown in the presentation of data by individual schools, 
they were more concrete and detailed in presenting their perceptions on 
purposes of teacher evaluation. Their perceptions were focused more on 
the students they interact with on a daily basis and on their own 
professional development. All teachers (100%) agreed that improvement 
of instruction or their own performance was one of the major purposes of 
teacher evaluation, so was the enhancement of student learning. 50% of 
teachers took evaluation as a good opportunity for the principal to 
provide them with feedback, input, constructive criticism, and assistance 
on their strengths and weaknesses as well as teaching styles so that they 
could improve their effectiveness and “become better teachers”, as 
teachers put it. Much attention was devoted to teachers’ knowledge of 
subject matters and different instructional approaches to meet the 
diverse needs and interests of their students. Teachers stated that 
students learn more from improved instruction and in environments 
conducive to learning. Improvement of student learning was the ultimate 
goal of the teaching/learning process. 
19% of teachers considered classroom control and management as 
very important purposes so that the atmosphere would not affect the 
learning of the other children. Some teachers listed means rather than 
ends as purposes of teacher evaluations that focus on non-instructional 
activities, such as cooperation with peers and administrators, 
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involvement of parent and community, teacher rapport with student, and 
use of media in teaching. Five teachers (11.9%) thought it was to 
promote communication between principal and teachers so that they get 
to know each other, or, as one teacher put it, to create a positive 
interaction between administrators and teachers. 
Twenty-two teachers (52.38%) also listed accountability related 
purposes, such as making sure that teachers follow state frameworks, 
standards, the school district curriculum, and grade level frameworks, 
compared with one principal (20%) listing accountability as one major 
purpose. Nine teachers (21.42%), echoing two principals, considered 
teacher evaluation as an annual process required by the contract. 
Goal setting for personal and professional development was a 
purpose frequently appearing in the teachers’ lists (42.8%). They 
appreciated the opportunities to meet with the principal to create both 
long and short-range goals in conjunction with the school goals and 
objectives so that their goals might contribute to the accomplishment of 
the school’s goals. Peer coaching, as an alternative way to evaluate 
teachers and for self-evaluation, would encourage teacher collaboration 
in improving teaching strategies, undertaking diverse teaching 
approaches, and better relating to the children by being sensitive to 
different personalities and flexible in adapting to different learning needs 
and styles. It would also promote collegiality and professionalism. 
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Similarities and Differences between General School Principals and 
Teachers from Target Schools Regarding Major Purposes of 
Teacher Evaluation 
The top two purposes for teacher evaluation identified by General 
School principals (50%) were accountability and improvement of 
teachers’ growth as professionals. For Target School teachers (100%), 
the top two on the list were improvement of instruction and improvement 
of student learning. 
Among the top purposes identified by General School principals 
and Target School teachers, 22 teachers (52.38%) agreed that 
accountability was one important purpose for teacher evaluation, 15 
principals (44%) listed improvement of instruction. The big difference 
lies in the fact that only 7 principals (20.58%) put down improvement of 
student learning as one major purpose for teacher evaluation, in clear 
contrast to all 42 teachers (100%) in agreement with the purpose. In 
terms of the purpose of improvement of teachers’ growth as professional 
identified by 50% of principals, only 10 teachers (23.8%) agreed with it. 
This is consistent with the stated goals on which MCAL was established. 
Among the teacher responses, 16 teachers (38.1%) identified one 
purpose for teacher evaluation as to monitor teacher effectiveness, only 
two principals (5.88%) echoed the response. Eight teachers (19%) 
considered goal setting as one purpose, only one principal (2.94%) 
agreed. 
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Summary of Responses Regarding Major Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 
from All Sources 
The top priorities for principals from General Schools regarding 
purposes of teacher evaluation were to ensure accountability, make 
personnel decisions and improve teachers’ growth as professionals. A 
fourth priority was to improve curriculum and instruction. Only seven 
out of thirty four principals considered one of its purposes was to 
enhance student learning and improve student achievement. While the 
Target School principals shared the first two and the fourth purposes, 
they did not put much emphasis on teachers’ professional development, 
which the teachers raised in their responses. Yet they stressed the 
importance of improvement of student learning as one of the major 
purposes of teacher evaluation, as did the teachers from these schools. 
There were many similarities in the replies of the two groups of 
respondents. In fact, there were many more similarities than differences 
in their responses. 
A comparison between the purposes stated in the written 
documents and those from all principals and teachers showed the 
similarities and differences. They all agreed that the purpose was to 
improve instruction and teacher performance as well as to ensure 
accountability and make personnel decisions. A similar statement was 
shared by a few from the Target School group that one purpose was to 
promote school/district goals. The greatest difference was that the 
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documents did not state improving student learning as its clear purpose 
for teacher evaluation as teachers and principals did in their responses. 
Four principals (80%) and thirty-three teachers (80.5%) from Target 
Schools responded to Statement 12 in a very positively way, indicating 
that they feel teacher evaluation is an effective way to improve student 
learning in their schools. One principal was not consistent in the 
answers to the purposes of teacher evaluation and to Statement 12. 
Some non-instrumental issues as classroom management should 
be part of the total evaluation process, yet these items should be 
evaluated separately from classroom performance and their importance 
should be secondary to classroom performance criteria. Therefore, 
evaluators must understand not only what evaluation process is 
appropriate in a given context but also the objectives of evaluation. 
Different evaluation objectives need to be addressed with various types of 
instruments and processes. 
Research Question 2: 
What changes do elementary school teachers and 
Principals recommend so that teacher evaluation may be 
more effective in increasing student learning? 
The data for this research question were collected from principals 
of General Schools and principals as well as teachers of Target Schools. 
The responses from General Schools were analyzed separately, and the 
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responses from the Target School were analyzed by individual school and 
then across schools. The data from the two groups of principals were 
compared with the responses from teachers to find out if there were any 
patterns. 
Responses from Principals of General Schools 
Thirty-four principals responded to the question and put forward 
their suggestions for changes in teacher evaluation to make it more 
effective in improving student learning. 
A careful look at the data reveals that time restraint is a big issue 
concerning principals. Twenty-seven principals (79.41%) recommended 
that they have more time to do a more effective job. Six principals 
(17.65%) recommended that the number of teachers evaluators supervise 
(evaluate) in a year be reduced, also out of time consideration. Thus 
altogether thirty-three (97.1%) out of thirty-four principals asked for 
more time. They wanted to have more contact time, more time available 
for the process. They wished they could have the time to evaluate 
teachers more frequently, more time for post conferencing, and increased 
discussion time as well as pre-observation time. They needed more time 
for professional development and collegial collaboration. They wanted 
peripheral issues off the principal’s plate so that they could spend more 
time in the classroom. One way to make this possible was, as one 
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principal suggested, to hire an assistant principal to allow the principal 
to do so. 
Over twenty-five principals (73.53%) advocated alternative ways to 
evaluate teachers besides principal evaluation through classroom visit. 
Peer coaching or mentoring was the most popular, thus getting veteran 
teachers more involved in the process to observe or coach the teachers. 
Some principals called for a team evaluation approach, asking for more 
involvement of department heads and directors and veteran teachers, to 
provide direct feedback. Other alternative forms mentioned were 
portfolio, written articles, projects, self-evaluations and videotaping. 
They wanted better instruments that are more relevant to observation 
and evaluation. 
Goal setting was another important recommendation that ten 
principals (29.41%) put forth. Ten principals advocated that evaluation 
and goal of the clinical supervision would be complementary. Evaluator 
and teachers would agree on area of concentration for clinical 
supervision and provide improvement plans with specific goals and 
timelines. Teachers suggested having “off years” to focus on personal 
goals and self-evaluation. 
Five principals (14.7%) suggested making teacher evaluation more 
comprehensive, individualized, and strictly narrative. Three principals 
(8.8%) wished to make teacher evaluation a more powerful tool tied to 
pay, merit pay, keeping or losing job, and to professional development. 
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Another three stressed training of administrators and teachers about the 
evaluation model in the district. Three other principals wished to have 
less constraint due to teacher contract, and to eliminate contract 
loopholes so that unions cannot eliminate “poor evaluations.” While one 
principal advocated multiple classroom visits before formalizing an 
evaluation, another principal wanted to eliminate all observations. 
Four principals (11.76%) felt that novel curricular practices should 
be documented and a network of successful practices among colleagues 
be set up. Principals expected teachers to see improvement as an on¬ 
going process and to trust evaluation as a positive thing. Three 
principals talked about district training of administrators and teachers 
about the evaluation model. One principal would like to continue to 
make the teaching experience satisfying and enjoyable to prepare for 
MCAS challenges. Table 3 lists the recommendation from General School 
principals. 
Recommendations from Target School Principals and Teachers 
Responses from the Target School principals and teachers were 
analyzed and presented by schools. 
School A. The principal recommended spending more time 
meeting with teachers and in classrooms and putting focus on student 
work. Teachers would also like to have more conversations about their 
strengths and interests, and they felt that feedback should emphasize 
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positive aspects and suggestions should be constructive. They wanted 
less formal evaluations in place of the formal one, less writing by the 
evaluator and less emphasis on the time element. 
The majority of teachers focused on student learning in their 
recommendations. They needed assistance with student learning, and as 
lifelong learners, teachers needed to constantly assess and change their 
instruction to make sure that “all students are learning.” Also, teachers 
need to learn from the constructive suggestions on their evaluations and 
implement them in the classroom to measure student learning. 
Suggestions must not be taken personally, but be used to help all 
students learn. Teachers believed that they needed to come out of their 
classrooms and embrace peer observation and collaboration. They 
needed to work together to implement and coordinate consistent school 
wide curriculum, learn new strategies, experiment and share results. 
One teacher suggested doing portfolio assessment for all areas. Among 
the lists were also suggestions of wiser use of in-service, half days, 
faculty meetings, professional days and parent conferences. They also 
recommended that teaching should be left to those who “know” and not 
to business and politicians with all their bashing. They would like to 
attack one thing at a time and then move on to the next “new” 
educational fad. 
School B. The principal recommended evaluating staff every year, 
not every other year, and doing peer evaluations. One could learn more 
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from engaging in this type of activity, both the person observing and the 
person being observed. 
While two teachers thought that evaluation was effective and there 
was no need to change, others did provide some recommendations. 
Teachers shared the recommendations of the principal concerning peer 
evaluation and yearly evaluations. They liked more frequent evaluations, 
more frequent, unannounced classroom visits to see what was 
happening. The visits could be brief and informal. They also suggested 
using evaluation more effectively. Some teachers needed to improve and 
should be told and helped by suggestions. Teachers should use the 
criticism as a help so that increased learning could take place. If teacher 
evaluation was used properly, the administrators involved would make 
sure the teacher being evaluated was working to his/her greatest 
potential, which meant that the students would be motivated to do their 
best. Teachers also suggested after tenure self-evaluation and more time 
for grade level communication and idea sharing. Teachers would like to 
have several different people evaluating a teacher, thus receiving 
feedback from more than one source. 
School C. The principal recommended work in the following three 
areas: work with teachers to identify efforts for instructional 
improvement; lessen the number of evaluations required each year; and 
expand the kind of data used to evaluate teachers to include portfolio, 
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journals, artifacts of teaching, videotapes, projects, peer coaching and 
teacher portfolios. 
Six out of eight teachers recommended goal setting in making the 
evaluation practice more effective in increasing student learning: team 
evaluation with common goals, team goal setting, grade level goal setting, 
differentiated goals for specific teachers, teacher / principal goal setting 
on focus areas and then evaluation only on goals set. They advocated 
group effort to provide proper instruction to meet diverse needs. Teacher 
awareness and input in process were also in the recommendations. 
Teachers also emphasized positive learning / sharing atmosphere in the 
process. One teacher believed that the evaluation system should reflect 
constructive classroom methodology. 
School D. The principal suggested getting rid of the teachers union 
and extending to principals the flexibility of developing their own timeline 
for completing evaluations. A third recommendation was to develop with 
each teacher, including the veteran teachers, an improvement plan 
which included all staff development, to help teachers improve teaching 
skills. 
Teachers recommended involvement of supervisors of special areas 
like special education, art, world language and music in the evaluation 
process, as well as teacher involvement in the design of the evaluation, 
meeting with the principal with an educational goal or plan for the year 
and being evaluated based on discussion. They felt that the principal 
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should observe teachers more often, for example, by principal walk¬ 
through, and casual follow-ups. Communication and collaboration 
should be encouraged. There should be professional development 
informational meetings at the school level about teacher evaluation 
including formats used and clear expectations of the event and process, 
stating why and how teachers should or could improve their evaluation. 
When the evaluation was over, a school wide meeting should be called to 
get feedback from teachers and the principal. 
Teachers required clarity on the evaluation forms. They suggested 
removing or replacing words like “needs improvement, improved,” etc. 
The rubric should be changed to reflect that which the teacher and 
principal had previously discussed, stating clearly where and in what a 
teacher needed improvement. A school “theme” for the year was 
mentioned, which would give teachers more control over how they would 
be evaluated. The principal was keyed into what to look for based on 
theme. Teachers recommended the mentoring system or support staff, 
which would be effective in increasing student learning and would 
enhance the environment. 
School E, The principal recommended having more teachers peer 
coach one another and having principal observations more informal and 
yet focused on teacher’s professional growth goals. 
Teachers recommended more peer coaching and mentoring models 
for improving teacher effectiveness. The process would improve peer- 
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mentoring relationships, and general improvement in school climate 
would translate into greater trust in the process. The curriculum was 
more articulated so teachers could self-evaluate if they were meeting 
curriculum and framework standards. All peer-coaching teams would 
work together in three-year cycles, and the teams should consist of three 
teachers working together in cross grade levels or cross-subjects, which 
would inspire them to work more collaboratively all year. The principal 
should “pop in” on a regular basis rather than a bi-annual appointment. 
The principal should also schedule sporadic observations to focus on the 
wider range of skills teachers needed, for example, peer relationships, 
parent communication, etc. They advocated peer evaluation, but while 
many had been trained and were going that route, evaluation was still 
regarded as a principal’s job. 
Teachers also recommended training in what sorts of behaviors an 
evaluation could pinpoint - ones that actually affect learning. Feedback 
needed to be on going - not on a contracted schedule. They also 
suggested cross-school collaboration by comparing with other schools to 
find if there would be anything to add to help students. Eye on the child 
was the main focus of everything, and tools to help teacher help students 
should be provided. Teachers recommended more time be provided to 
discuss learning strategies and then experiment with the new ideas. As 
an alternative to observation, teachers advocated more use of videotaping 
upon approval of the teacher. 
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Similarities and Differences Between General School Principals and 
Target School Principals in Their Recommendations for Changes 
in Teacher Evaluation 
A comparison of the recommendations from General School 
principals and Target School principals showed that they agreed more 
than differed. The first of the top three recommendations from General 
School principals was more time for principals during the evaluation 
process (more contact time, more frequent visits, more discussion time 
with teachers, more time in classrooms, more time for collaboration). The 
second was the use of alternative evaluation approaches (mentoring, peer 
coaching, team evaluation approach which means more involvement of 
veteran teachers in the process). The third one was goal setting 
(improvement plans developed by teachers and principals together). For 
Target School principals, while two principals (40%) agreed with the 
recommendations of goal setting and alternative evaluation approaches, 
four principals (80%) expressed concern over the issue of time restraint. 
They wanted less restraint due to the teacher contract and needed the 
flexibility to get their timeline for completing evaluations. 
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Similarities and Differences Between Target School Principals and 
Teachers in Their Recommendations for Changes in Teacher 
Evaluation 
A general look finds the recommendations identified by principals 
and teachers in Target Schools are quite scattered. Four principals (80%) 
requested more time available to conduct evaluation, more time to spend 
in the classrooms, more discussion with teachers, and more contacts. 
Thirteen teachers (30.95%) wanted more time for professional 
development and collegial collaboration which creates a positive sharing 
and learning atmosphere at grade level, school level and even district 
level. 
Two principals (40%) recommended more alternative approaches 
to evaluate teachers (peer coaching, team evaluation approach and more 
involvement of veteran teachers in the process). Fourteen teachers 
(33.33%) advocated more peer coaching and peer evaluation. They 
wanted to utilize a team evaluation approach, having several different 
people evaluating a teacher. They advocated more involvement of veteran 
teachers, especially supervisors and special areas like special education, 
art, world languages and music, in the process of designing, setting goals 
and evaluation of goals. 
Two principals (40%) recommended goal setting between principals 
and teachers as a change to make evaluation more effective in improving 
student learning. Six teachers (14.29%) agreed that goal setting was an 
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important recommendation. They elaborated goal setting at different 
levels, team goal setting, team evaluation with common goals, grade level 
goal setting, differentiated goals for specific teachers, evaluations on 
goals set and teacher / principal goal setting on focus areas. 
Ten teachers (23.81%) recommended putting focus on student 
learning, with which one principal (20%) agreed. Four teachers 
recommended more classroom visits by the principal before formalizing 
an evaluation, more frequent, informal and unannounced visits on a 
regular basis rather than a biannual appointment. Four others 
recommended training, awareness and input in the process. 
Similarities and Differences between General School Principals 
and Target School Teachers in Their Recommendations for 
Changes in Teacher Evaluation 
The top priority in the General School principal recommendations 
was the time element during the evaluation process. The principals 
(79.41%) wanted more time available for the process to have more 
discussions with teachers, spend more time in classrooms and evaluate 
teachers more frequently. Thirteen teachers (30.95%) from the Target 
Schools needed more time for professional development and collegial 
collaboration among teachers to learn from each other and share 
exemplary experience. 
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Fourteen teachers (33.33%) recommended, peer coaching j 
evaluation, team evaluation approach and more involvement of veteran 
teachers as alternative approaches to teacher evaluation, which 
corresponded with a similar recommendation from twenty-five principals 
(73.53%). While ten principals (29.41%) recommended goal setting as a 
change in teacher evaluation, six teachers (14.29%) agreed and 
advocated goal setting at different levels for the improvement of 
instruction. 
Four teachers shared the recommendation of three principals in 
that they advocated the training of administrator and teachers about the 
model, teacher awareness and input in the process. One big difference 
in the recommendations was that ten teachers (23.8%) recommended 
putting focus on student learning, which was not mentioned by any 
principal from the General Schools. Two teachers felt no need to change 
their evaluation since it was effective, while four principals wanted a 
better instrument other than the one in use. 
Research Question TS1: 
In what wavs are teacher evaluations in Target Schools 
designed to help elementary school teachers improve 
instruction and increase student learning? 
The data for this question were collected from Target Schools. 
When the researcher sent out the letter inviting principals and teachers 
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to participate in the study, a copy of the written documents and the 
instrument used in the schools were requested from the principals. All 
five target school principals sent or handed to the researcher the 
evaluation procedures and the instrument currently used in their 
schools. The written data were analyzed in the following sections: 
evaluation cycle (for tenured teachers and non-tenured teachers 
respectively), data sources for evaluating teachers, performance 
indicators in the evaluation with a focus on instruction and student 
learning, and performance assistance plans for tenured teachers who 
need improvement on certain parts of their performance. The procedures 
for individual schools were described in a short summary. Then, they 
were grouped together to find out about the similarities and differences 
in their design, with a specific focus on ways in which the evaluation 
form was designed to help teachers improve instruction and increase 
student learning. 
Another source of information was from the responses to 
statements 2, 5, 7, and 10 in Part III of the Survey Questionnaires for 
teachers and principals respectively. Teachers’ responses to the 
statements written to help answer the third research question were 
analyzed by single school and compared with those of the principal to 
find similarities and differences. Then, the teacher responses from 
across the schools were analyzed, and then compared with those 
110 
responses from the principals across the schools to see if a pattern 
existed. 
Evaluation Cycles 
There are different requirements in the contracts (or agreements) 
between the school district and the local education associations 
regarding the evaluation of tenured teachers and non-tenured teachers. 
Taken as a whole, observation is the major source from which principals 
obtain data to evaluate the performance of teachers, whether the school 
utilizes the clinical supervision model or their unique evaluation system. 
Tenured teachers are also referred to as teachers with professional 
status, generally defined as teachers who have passed the three years of 
probationary period. Non-tenured teachers, or teachers without 
professional status, are teachers who are still within the first three years 
of probation in the school. Frequency of observation, personnel who are 
authorized to do the evaluations, times of summative evaluations, and 
the evaluation cycles are specifically defined in the documents. Following 
is a brief summary of the evaluation cycle, required by the contract, by 
schools in the two categories of tenured teachers and non-tenured 
teachers. See Table 4& 5 for evaluation cycles for tenured and non- 
tenured teachers. 
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Tenured teachers 
At School A, Teachers with Professional Teacher Status will 
participate in a four- year evaluation/professional development cycle: 
Year 1 — Comprehensive Evaluation: formal observation by administrator 
and summative evaluation. Its purpose is to assess the teacher’s 
professional skills in all categories of the Principles of Effective Teaching. 
The summative evaluation will be based on a variety of sources including 
at least one formal observation. 
Year 2 - Professional Development: goal setting or other acceptable 
activity. In consultation with the supervisor, develop professional 
development goals for Year 2. 
Year 3 — Focused Evaluation: proposal with activity and summative 
evaluation. The purpose is to focus the efforts of the teacher and 
supervisor on particular categories and/or descriptors of the Principles of 
Effective Teaching. The teacher submits a proposal, which is the basis for 
the summative evaluation 
Year 4 - Professional development: goal setting or other acceptable 
activity. 
Teachers with Professional Status at School B must be observed at 
least 2 times before a formal evaluation report is made. Teachers should 
be evaluated every two years, completed by April 15. In the event that 
the teacher is not meeting expectations, he/she may request a second 
evaluation by a mutually agreed upon authorized evaluator. The cycle 
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allows for a Summative Evaluation once every four years, and an 
Observation Evaluation every second year. The authorized evaluator 
must observe the teacher at least fifteen (15) minutes before making a 
formal evaluation report. 
At School C, for Teachers with Professional Teaching Status, two 
consecutive day announced visitations by a supervisor result in one 
written evaluation report due in the Superintendent’s office for each 
teacher before 5/15. A supervisor should observe teaching behavior for 
the full class period. 
Professional Status Teachers (teachers who have completed three 
full years of employment) at School D will have at least two written 
evaluations and one summative report. All observations will be followed 
by a conference between the teacher and the observing administrator. 
They follow a five-year cycle: 
• Evaluation 
• Peer Observation 
• Individualization 
• Collaboration 
• Reflection 
For tenured teachers at School E, the collection of information to 
assess teacher performance relies upon the same sources as for non- 
tenured teachers. Yet, tenured teachers are observed a minimum of two 
times during their three-year evaluation cycle. At least one observation 
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will be conducted during each semester of the second year, with an 
interim report presented during the second performance review 
conference. Additional observations may be initiated during the third 
year. Client surveys are required only during the first year of the 
evaluation cycle, with administration of surveys optional for teachers in 
the following two years. As with non-tenured teachers, portfolio 
development remains a yearly requirement for tenured personnel. 
Feedback on the portfolio is given to the teacher as part of the 
performance review conference during the second year and during the 
summative evaluation in the third year. For tenured teachers, 
summative evaluations take place at the end of the three-year evaluation 
cycle. In addition, an interim evaluation and conference is scheduled for 
tenured teachers during the second semester of the second year in the 
evaluation cycle. 
Non-Tenured Teachers 
Teachers without Professional Teacher Status at School A will be 
evaluated annually based on a variety of sources including a minimum of 
three formal classroom observations between 10/1 and 5/15. Their 
purpose is to assess the teacher’s professional skills in all categories of 
the Principals of Effective Teaching in order to determine if the teacher 
will be re-appointed. 
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At School B, Teachers Without Professional Status must be 
evaluated at least once a year (Summative Evaluation) and observed at 
least 2 times each year unless not recommended for reelection, then the 
administrator MUST give an evaluation or if teacher requests. A teacher 
without professional status not recommended for re-election must be 
observed minimum of three times. 
1st observation and conference MUST be no later than November 1st. 
2nd observation and conference MUST be no later than April 15. 
3rd observation no later than May 30th if teacher working on area needing 
improvement 
Teachers without Professional Teacher Status at School C will 
receive three consecutive day announced visitations by a supervisor 
resulting in one written evaluation report due in the Superintendent’s 
office for each teacher before November 15. They will also get two 
consecutive day announced visitations by a supervisor resulting in one 
written evaluation report due in the Superintendent’s office for each 
teacher before March 1. 
The Provisional Status Teachers (those in their first three years of 
teaching) in School D are evaluated as follows: 
1st year - two written evaluations by 11/15, two or more by 3/ 15, with 
one summative report. 
2nd year - one written evaluation by 11/15, two more by 3/15, with one 
summative report 
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3rd year - one written evaluation by 11/15, one more by 3/ 15, with one 
summative report. 
For the Non-tenured Teachers at School E, prior to beginning of 
school, the evaluator will explain the evaluation process to new teachers. 
Information collection process to evaluate the performance of non- 
tenured teachers will rely on at least nine (9) observations in three years, 
as well as the development and review of the teacher’s portfolio. In 
addition, non-tenured teachers will be required to collect student and 
parent surveys annually for their professional development. 
A general reading of the summary for each school shows clearly 
that teachers without professional status (also referred to as provisional 
status teachers or non-tenured teachers) receive many more evaluations 
than teachers with professional status, although the frequency and the 
criteria by which they are evaluated vary from school to school. 
Data Collection 
Each school / school system defines specifically ways in which 
data are being collected to evaluate the performance of teachers. 
Following is a breakdown of procedures for data collection by schools. 
At School A, evaluation may consist of formal or informal 
observation of teaching or other work performance. All monitoring or 
observation of the work performance of a teacher will be conducted 
openly and with full knowledge of the teacher. 
118 
Both School B and School C utilize the clinical supervision model 
for its data collection: pre-observation conference, observation, and post¬ 
observation conference. Both schools, by using the clinical model, share 
many similar characteristics. During the pre-observation conference, 
goals are set on what exactly is to be observed. Teacher needs to bring 
lesson plans, objectives, and textbooks to the conference. School C 
further asks questions on content, teaching/learning activities, methods, 
to particular teaching behaviors, special characteristics of the students 
and learning results. Evaluation instrument and evaluation objectives 
are given to the teacher with explanations indicating what is to be 
observed. 
For observations, School B requires the time span of the 
observation to be at least 15 minutes and the post-observation 
conference be held within 10 days of observation. A supervisor should 
observe teaching behavior for the full class period in School C and the 
post-observation conference with the teacher needs to take place within 
five school days of the last observation. 
School D follows a five-year evaluation cycle for professional status 
teachers (evaluation, peer observation, individualization, collaboration, 
and reflection) and a three-year cycle for provisional status teachers (at 
least 9 written evaluations plus 3 summative reports). Criteria for 
evaluation are in planning, instruction, professional relations and 
responsibilities, and personal qualities. All observations will be followed 
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by a conference between the teacher and the observing administrator. 
Individualization Year comes after. In this year the teacher will select a 
project to work on independently. Criteria for evaluation are based on the 
following: 
• Activities should be substantial ( course work, workshop/ seminars as 
presenter or participant, teacher exchange program, study group, 
independent or self study, experimentation of activities, community 
service / involvement) 
• The goals/focus should contribute to one’s professional knowledge 
and/or skill as a teacher. 
The third year is Observation Year. Observation is a professional 
growth activity in which teaching is observed and feedback is given. Its 
purpose is not to evaluate but rather to generate communication and 
useful information about teaching. Each observation should focus on a 
particular topic or area. Mutual pre-planning and feedback should 
accompany each observation. The teacher should complete a written log 
after each observation for personal reference. A minimum of four 
observations must be made in any configuration that matches the 
teacher’s goals. Sample activities are paired observation, one way 
observation and feedback, videotaping, observation by outside 
consultant, and combinations of activities. 
In the Collaboration Year, a professional growth experience done 
with at least one other person for shared reactions during the year, the 
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identified goals/focus should contribute to one’s professional knowledge 
and/or skill as a teacher. The experience must take place in partnership 
with a colleague. Sample activities include study group, working with a 
consultant toward a common goal, committee work related to discipline 
or instruction, piloting a program, joint planning of lessons, grade level 
or department project, mentoring; etc. 
The fifth year is Reflective Year, one that enables the educator to 
initiate, refine or complete work begun in other cycle years. Therefore, 
based on the purpose of a specific year and the criteria as well as the 
different kinds of activities, the ways of collecting data vary from year to 
year, for example, pair observation, videotaping, study group, 
collaboration, mentoring besides observations. 
The evaluation system in School E uses multiple sources of 
information about performance in addition to formal and informal 
observation. This ensures that the process does not reply on classroom 
observation as the sole basis for evaluation. These sources of 
information include review of portfolios, in which teachers participate in 
the documentation process by maintaining their own collection of 
materials. Parent and student surveys and artifact collection (e.g. lesson 
plans, grade books) represent additional sources of information that 
teachers can use to measure and improve their performance. 
Taken as a whole, observation is the major source from which 
principals obtain data to evaluate the performance of teachers, whether 
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the school utilizes the clinical supervision model or their unique 
evaluation system. It is worth notice that Schools D and E are using 
multiple data sources including observation, portfolios, client surveys, 
video-taping, and artifact collection, which will present a more complete 
picture of the teacher’s work. Peer coaching and peer observations, 
supported by teachers and practiced in some schools, are also data 
sources, aimed more at improving their work than proving what they are 
doing. 
Evaluation: Performance Indicators 
Schools define specific indicators to evaluate teachers. The 
evaluation forms and the document, together with an explanation, are 
given to the teachers beforehand so that the teachers are aware of the 
aspects that the evaluator will be observing. 
Teacher evaluation at School A is based on Principles of Effective 
Teaching in seven categories. The categories are currency in the 
curriculum, effective planning and assessment of curriculum and 
instruction, effective management of classroom environment, effective 
instruction, promotion of high standards and expectations for student 
achievement, promotion of equity and appreciation of diversity, and 
fulfillment of professional responsibilities. Under each category are clear 
specifications to indicate that a teacher is up to a certain standard. 
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• Currency in the curriculum 
• Effective planning and assessment of curriculum and instruction 
• Effective management of classroom environment 
• Effective instruction 
• Promotion of high standards and expectations for student 
achievement 
• Promotion of Equity and appreciation of diversity 
• Fulfillment of professional responsibilities. 
While teachers in School B are observed and evaluated in the 
following four categories: knowledge of subject matter or field, 
communication, instruction, and responsiveness to learners, the teacher 
performance indicators in School C has 9 categories: 
• Professional Knowledge 
• Planning for instruction 
• Use of materials and equipment 
• Effectiveness of instruction 
• Learning environment 
• Effective organizational relationships 
• Contributions to students beyond the classroom 
• Contributions to the school and/or teaching profession 
• Enforcement and compliance with school regulations 
The basis for evaluating effective interactive instruction in School D is 
addressed in the book The Skillful Teacher by Jon Saphire and Robert 
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Gower, including Planning, Instruction, Professional relations and 
responsibilities, and Personal Qualities. 
• Planning 
• Instruction 
• Professional relations and responsibilities 
• Personal Qualities 
The evaluation system in School E is based on clearly defined 
responsibilities, not prescribed teaching styles. For teachers, there are 
eighteen defined responsibilities that are organized into four Areas of 
Responsibility: Instructional Skills, Assessment Skills, Management 
Skills, and Professionalism. 
A careful reading of the performance indicators shows a lot of 
similarities, whether the evaluation system was designed by the local 
school district or it was based on scholarly research results on teacher 
evaluation. One striking feature is that the evaluation systems in these 
schools share even the same or similar categories in the evaluation 
process. All schools have instruction (or effective instruction, 
effectiveness of instruction, instructional skills) as a distinctive category 
in evaluating teaching, stated clearly as the purpose of teacher 
evaluation. The more specific indicators, to list a few, range from 
understanding students’ needs and interests, designing and adapting the 
curriculum and strategies to meet the diverse needs and interests, 
clearly communicating the learning goals to students, using appropriate 
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instructional techniques, materials, media to increase student learning, 
to cognitive development as well as affective development of the students. 
As one school states, the teacher should recognize that a student’s 
emotional development directly affects his/her academic growth. A 
teacher is expected to respond to a student’s emotional and social needs 
to facilitate that growth. 
All schools require teachers to be very knowledgeable in subject 
matter or field. One school titled it “currency in the curriculum,” 
indicating that the teacher is up to date regarding curriculum content. 
While School 4 does not have it as a separate category, it has the same 
requirement under II. A. Cognitive Development: Teachers are expected 
to have a command of their subject contents as well as demonstrate a 
repertoire of strategies in each teaching parameter to present the content 
effectively. 
Another commonality is in effective management of classroom 
environment or learning environment. One school categorizes it as 
management skills, indicating the teacher’s responsibilities for planning 
and demonstrating effective routines and procedures that create an 
organized and positive learning environment. In describing the category, 
a school requires that teachers create an environment that is positive for 
student learning and involvement, and maintain appropriate standards 
of behavior, mutual respect and safety. 
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Effective planning and assessment of curriculum and instruction is 
another category shared by all schools. This includes planning and 
implementing a variety of activities consistent with instructional 
objectives, and selecting instructional methods compatible with student 
abilities and learning styles. Objectives chosen should be appropriate for 
the mental age, maturity and skill level of the pupils in the class and 
consistent with the established district curriculum. The teacher should 
know teaching theories and be able to apply these theories to meet the 
needs of both individuals and the group. 
The responsibilities of a teacher are broader and more inclusive 
than teaching a specific subject or grade level. As members of the school 
community teachers are expected to share the responsibilities for 
accomplishing the objectives of the school and fulfil professional 
responsibilities. Professionalism has its place in the teacher evaluation 
form in all the schools. 
Student learning permeates the evaluation categories. In 
evaluating teaching, student learning is the clear goal. The teacher plans 
effective assessment of student learning, and the teacher creates an 
environment that is positive for student learning and involvement. The 
teacher strives to ensure equitable opportunities for student learning. 
Furthermore, the teacher is encouraged to use current technologies as 
tools to enhance instructional strategies and increase student learning. 
The teacher establishes practices that promote a high level of students 
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active learning and ensure smooth transitions from one activity to 
another. One school requires that the teacher interpret the results of 
evaluation procedures and use these results to improve instruction for 
both the class as a whole and the individual students. There are clear 
categories that are closely connected to student learning, for example, 
Responsive to Learners and Learning Environment 
Promotion of Equity and Appreciation of Diversity also attracts 
attention. Teachers are asked to demonstrate appreciation for and 
sensitivity to the diversity among individuals. The teacher recognizes and 
demonstrates sensitivity to differences in abilities, modes of contribution, 
and social and cultural backgrounds, responds to the needs of diverse . 
individual students, avoids and discourages stereotyping of any kind. 
The teacher treats students fairly and involves students in activities 
appropriate to the students’ learning abilities. 
Teachers are also evaluated in aspects like effective organizational 
relationship, contributions to students beyond classroom and personal 
qualities, which are remotely related to instruction and student learning. 
Improvement Assistance Plan 
In the teacher evaluation contracts across the schools, there is 
unanimously a section devoted to helping teachers about whose 
performance the principal or the evaluator might be concerned after 
observation and/or examination of other materials presented by the 
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teachers. There is clear language on how the process will work in the 
schools. 
In School A, for each formal observation, the evaluator will provide 
a document which identifies areas of strength and, if need be, areas 
which need improvement, based on the established criteria and goals. 
Where there are areas needing improvement, the evaluator should 
indicate (a) specific recommendations for improvement, (b) direct 
assistance to implement such recommendations and (c) a reasonable 
time schedule to monitor progress. All formal observations will be 
accompanied by a post-evaluation conference. The observation may be 
preceded by a pre-observation conference, but it is not required. 
In School B, the observer must identify areas of strength and areas 
needing improvement, and must provide specific recommendations on 
how to improve performance for each area identified on the observation 
as “needs improvement.” The observer will also hold the post¬ 
observation meeting within 10 days after the actual observation, discuss 
the observation report, and plan for the next observation 
Peer Coaching is practiced in School C as an alternative to formal 
principal evaluation. Teachers with professional status may request to 
substitute a Peer Coaching process for their negotiated evaluation in a 
given year, but not in consecutive evaluation cycles, by using clinical 
supervision techniques. It is the practice of two experienced teachers 
working together to refine teaching practice or implement change in 
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teaching strategies. It becomes the mirror for the teacher so that s/he 
can ultimately engage in a self-analysis process. It helps both peer coach 
and teacher to think more deeply about their work. Conversations and 
interactions during the process are confidential to them alone. They 
receive training, observe each other’s class at least twice for an 
appropriate period of time to collect enough data to fulfil the 
requirements. They work with the principal; examine different data 
gathering and conferencing techniques; explore procedures needed to 
allow peer coaching to become part of the school routine. 
In School C, the five steps of the clinical supervision are followed 
during peer coaching. 
• Pre-observation conference: topics to be observed, how to collect 
objective and clear data. 
• Observation: observes from 10-50 minutes. 
• Analysis: both observer and observed notes and determine questions 
for clarification and patterns that emerge from the observation to be 
discussed. 
• Post-observation conference: occurs with 48 hours; shares the 
objective data leading to maximum dialogues; coach remains non- 
judgmental throughout, allowing the observed to make judgments 
(20-30 minutes). 
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• Follow-up analysis: at the end of the conference, discussion about the 
usefulness of the data collected, the effectiveness of the conference, 
and possible plans for the next observation. 
When an administrator has concerns about a teacher’s 
performance in School D, the administrator may place the teacher into a 
special observation/evaluation cycle. The following procedures will be 
used. 
• the administrator observes the teacher 
• the administrator determines that the teacher be placed on the 
Teacher Assistance Plan 
• the teacher is notified in writing following consultation 
• the teacher and administrator will meet to discuss areas of strength 
and areas to be improved 
• the administrator will develop a plan as to what is going to be 
accomplished. Jointly, the administrator and the teacher will 
determine how these goals are to be accomplished. 
For teachers who receive ratings of “Performance Needs 
Improvement” at School E, the teacher is notified of placement on 
assistance plan, and an Improvement Assistance Plan will be worked out 
and implemented. The teacher can get assistance from a curriculum or 
program coordinator, fellow teachers, another evaluator, a community 
member with special expertise, conferences, classes, and workshops on 
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specific topics. Evaluator meets with teacher at least twice to review 
progress made on the Improvement Assistance Plan- 
Analysis of Data from the responses to statements 2. 5, 7 and 10 
in Part III of the Questionnaire 
Statements 2, 5, 7 and 10 were written with the purpose of helping 
to answer research question 2. The responses to the statements were 
analyzed by individual schools and across schools. Teachers’ responses 
were compared with those of the principals at the individual school level 
and across schools. 
Statement 2: Teachers were involved in designing the teacher 
evaluation used in our school / district 
Five teachers (71.43% of the respondents) in School A strongly 
agreed with the statement while two teachers (28.57% of the 
respondents) agreed with it. Combining Strongly Agree and Agree, all the 
teacher respondents (100%) gave positive answers. The principal chose 2 
(Agree) to reflect her view on the continuum. Therefore, there is 
agreement on the involvement of teachers in designing the teacher 
evaluation used in the school. The responses echoed the answers for 
questions in Part IV concerning the most effective parts of teacher 
evaluation in the school. Involvement of teachers in the designing 
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The six teachers who responded to the statement in School E 
expressed negative perceptions to the statement. Four teachers (66.67%) 
disagreed and one teacher (16.67%) strongly disagreed with the 
statement, totaling 83.34% with Disagree and Strongly Disagree 
combined. Only one teacher (16.67%) agreed with the statement, which 
is also the answer from the principal. The researcher observed a similar 
pattern similar to that in School D in terms of the discrepancy shown in 
responses to the statement concerning teacher involvement. 
An analysis of the teacher responses from all the five schools to the 
statement showed that fourteen teachers (34.15% of the total 41 teacher 
participants) strongly agreed and twelve (29.27%) agreed, amounting to 
63.42% as a result of combining Strongly Agree and Agree. The positive 
percentage is close to that of School C and lower than that of School B, 
not to mention comparison with the 100% positive response in School A. 
On the other side, fourteen teachers (34.15%) disagreed and one teacher 
(2.44%) strongly disagreed with the statement, totaling 36.59% by adding 
Disagree and Strongly Disagree. From the analysis of individual schools, 
the negative responses came from mainly School D and School E. In 
general, the teachers reviewed the statement rather positively. 
Combining the answers from principals across the schools, the 
data showed that two principals (40%) chose 1 (Strongly Agree) on the 
continuum, and three principals (60%) chose 2 (Agree) regarding the 
statement. Thus, all principals (100%) agreed or strongly agreed that 
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The six teachers who responded to the statement in School E 
expressed negative perceptions to the statement. Four teachers (66.67%) 
disagreed and one teacher (16.67%) strongly disagreed with the 
statement, totaling 83.34% with Disagree and Strongly Disagree 
combined. Only one teacher (16.67%) agreed with the statement, which 
is also the answer from the principal. The researcher observed a similar 
pattern similar to that in School D in terms of the discrepancy shown in 
responses to the statement concerning teacher involvement. 
An analysis of the teacher responses from all the five schools to the 
statement showed that fourteen teachers (34.15% of the total 41 teacher 
participants) strongly agreed and twelve (29.27%) agreed, amounting to 
63.42% as a result of combining Strongly Agree and Agree. The positive 
percentage is close to that of School C and lower than that of School B, 
not to mention comparison with the 100% positive response in School A. 
On the other side, fourteen teachers (34.15%) disagreed and one teacher 
(2.44%) strongly disagreed with the statement, totaling 36.59% by adding 
Disagree and Strongly Disagree. From the analysis of individual schools, 
the negative responses came from mainly School D and School E. In 
general, the teachers reviewed the statement rather positively. 
Combining the answers from principals across the schools, the 
data showed that two principals (40%) chose 1 (Strongly Agree) on the 
continuum, and three principals (60%) chose 2 (Agree) regarding the 
statement. Thus, all principals (100%) agreed or strongly agreed that 
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teachers were involved in the designing of the teacher evaluation used in 
the schools, compared with the 63.42% of positive answers from the 
teachers. See Table 6 for teacher responses by school, Figures 9 & 10 for 
charts showing all teacher and all principal responses. 
Statement 5: Procedures for doing teacher evaluation in our school 
are clearly stated 
Teachers in School A viewed positively the statement regarding 
clearly stated procedures in teacher evaluation. Three (42.86%) strongly 
agreed and four (57.14%) agreed with the statement, amounting to 100% 
of the teachers responding positively to the statement. The principal 
agreed with the teachers by making 2 (Agree) as the choice. 
All fourteen teachers in School B (100%) took a positive view of the 
statement, with nine (64.29%) Strongly Agree and five (35.71%) Agree. 
The principal chose 2 (Agree) to side with the teachers. 
At School C, two teachers (33.33%) strongly agreed and three 
(50%) agreed with Statement 5. Only one teacher (16.67%) chose to 
disagree. It amounted to 83.33% when Strongly Agree and Agree are 
combined. The principal agreed with Statement 5. 
Data from School D showed six teachers (75%) agreed and two 
(25%) disagreed with the statement. While most teachers viewed the 
statement positively, the principal chose Strongly Disagree as the 
answer, which was different from that of any teacher who responded. 
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At School E, five teachers (83.33%) strongly agreed and one 
(16.67%) agreed with Statement 5, totaling 100% of positive responses 
from teachers. The principal strongly agreed with the statement. 
An examination of the data from all teachers showed that nineteen 
teachers (46.34%) selected 1 (Strongly Agree) and nineteen (46.34%) 
chose 2 (Agree), thus the positive viewing reached 92.68%, adding 
Strongly Agree and Agree together. Only three teachers (7.32%) disagreed 
with the statement. Grouping all principal responses together, the data 
indicated that one principal (20%) strongly agreed, three (60%) agreed, 
and one (20%) strongly disagreed with Statement 5. Combining the 
positive responses together, the total reached 80%. Both the principal 
group and teacher group considered positively the statement that 
procedures for doing teacher evaluation in their school were clearly 
stated. See Table 7 for teacher responses by school, Figures 11 & 12 for 
charts showing all teacher and all principal responses. 
Statement 7: Data from many sources are used to evaluate 
teachers 
Data report from School A indicated that one teacher (14.29%) 
chose Strongly Agree and six (66.67%) selected Agree, thus totaling the 
positive percentages 80.96%. The data also showed two teachers 
(22.22%) disagreed with the statement. The principal sided with 
teachers who agreed with the statement. 
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School B data presented a scattered picture regarding Statement 7 
three teachers (21.43%) strongly agreed, three (21.43%) agreed, five 
(35.71%) disagreed, and three (21.43%) strongly disagreed. Thus, 
positive percentages were 42.86%, while negative percentages amounted 
to 57.14%. The principal agreed with the statement. 
At School C, teachers equally divided in their opinions, with three 
(50%) Agree and three (50%) Disagree. The principal alone strongly 
agreed with the statement. 
The same was true of School D. One teacher (12.5%) strongly 
agreed and three (37.5%) agreed with the statement, making a total 
positive percentage of 50%. Four teachers (50%) disagreed with it, thus 
dividing in their perceptions. The principal strongly disagreed with the 
statement, adding a stronger negative element regarding using multiple 
data sources to evaluate teachers. 
An analysis of the data from School E showed that negative 
responses dominated, with only two (33.33%) Agree, two (33.33%) 
Disagree, and two (33.33%) Strongly Disagree. Thus, the negative 
percentages reached 66.66%, and the principal disagreed also. 
A general examination of the teacher response data as a group 
showed an almost equal division, with one teacher more on the positive 
side. Five (11.63%) chose Strongly Agree, sixteen (39.53%) Agree, 
totaling 51.16%. Fifteen (37.21%) disagreed and five (11.63%) strongly 
disagreed with the statement, amounting to 48.84%. The principals, as a 
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group, presented a more positive picture: one principal (20%) strongly 
agreed, two (40%) agreed, making a total of 60%. One principal (20%) 
disagreed and another one (20%) strongly disagreed with the statement, 
adding to 40% of negative perceptions regarding the statement. 
Considering the two groups, with the principals favoring the statement 
by 1 more principal, the responses to the statement were divided almost 
equally. See Table 8 for teacher responses by school, Figures 13 & 14 for 
charts showing all teacher and all principal responses. 
Statement 10: Teachers have a major role in implementing 
Teacher evaluation 
Teachers from School A viewed the statement positively. Four 
teachers (57.14%) strongly agreed and three teachers (42.86%) agreed, 
totaling 100% in favor of the statement. The principal joined the 
teachers by selecting 2 (Agree) on the continuum. 
At School B, eight teachers (57.14%) chose Strongly Agree and two 
(13.33%) Agree, making a total of 70.47% favoring the statement. Five 
teachers (33.33%) disagreed with the statement. The principal chose to 
disagree with the statement. 
Data from School C indicated that three (50%) strongly agreed and 
one (16.67%) agreed, while two teachers (33.33%) disagreed. Therefore, 
the total amounted to 66.67% in favor in contrast to 33.33% against it. 
The principal agreed with the statement. 
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The responses from School D teachers were divided equally in their 
perceptions, with one (12.5%) Strongly Agree, three (37.5%) Agree, and 
four (50%) Disagree. The principal, siding with the negative side, strongly 
disagreed with the statement. 
From the School E data, the researcher noticed a major positive 
response from the teachers, with five teachers (83.33%) Agree and only 
one teacher (16.67%) Disagree. The principal sided with the one teacher 
who disagreed with the statement. 
Looking at the data from all the teachers, sixteen (38.10%) out of 
forty-one teachers strongly agreed, fourteen (33.33%) agreed with the 
statement. The total percentage in favor amounted to 71.43% in contrast 
to the twelve teachers (28.57%) who disagreed. Yet, the principals’ data 
presented a negative picture, with two (40%) Agree, two (40%) Disagree, 
and one (20%) Strongly Disagree, making the total of 60% against it 
compared to the 40% in favor. See Table 9 for teacher responses by 
school, Figures 15 & 16 for charts showing all teacher and all principal 
responses. 
Summary 
Data from written documents solicited from five elementary school 
principals were analyzed and presented. Also, data from four statements 
in Part III of the Survey Questionnaire were detailed. Data from both 
sources were utilized to find out ways in which teacher evaluations were 
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designed to help teachers improve instruction and increase student 
learning. Data from the documents were presented in the four 
categories: Evaluation Cycles, Data Collection, Performance Indicators, 
and Performance Assistant Plan. Data from the statements were 
analyzed and presented by single schools first with a comparison 
between principal response and teacher responses and then a 
comparison was conducted with responses from all schools to determine 
similarities and differences. 
Research Question TS2: 
What are the perceptions of elementary school principals 
and teachers regarding the current effectiveness of 
teacher evaluation as a means of improving student 
learning in their local schools and classrooms? 
The data for this question were collected from Part IV of the survey 
questionnaires for teachers and principals in the Target Schools. This 
part consists of two sections. Section 1 asks respondents to list parts of 
teacher evaluation in their school that are most effective in helping 
teachers improve student learning. Section 2 asks respondents to list 
the least effective parts of the teacher evaluation in their school. The 
data were analyzed by individual school and across the Target Schools. 
Principals' views were compared to the teachers' responses in their 
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respective schools. Then principals’ responses, grouped together and 
analyzed, were compared with those of teachers across schools. 
Some statements in Part III were also created to help answer the 
research question. The principals and teachers were asked to read the 
statements and then circle the number 1, 2, 3, or 4 (l=Strongly Agree; 
2=Agree; 3=Disagree; 4=Strongly Disagree) that represent their views 
about teacher evaluation in their school. The data were first analyzed by 
individual school, and then compared with the principal’s response to 
find similarities and differences in the school. The next step was to 
analyze the data from teacher responses across schools and then 
compare them with those from principals to find out patterns of 
similarities and differences in the sample population. 
Data Analysis of Responses from Part IV of the Survey Questionnaire 
This part consists of two sections. Section 1 asks respondents to 
identify parts of teacher evaluation in their school that are most effective 
in helping teachers improve student learning. Section 2 asks 
respondents to list the least effective parts of the teacher evaluation in 
their school. 
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Section 1: the most effective parts of the teacher evaluation 
in our school 
Data for this section are presented by individual schools with a 
comparison between principal responses and those of teachers to seek 
out similarities and differences. 
The principal from School A listed the following three parts that 
were most effective in the school: Teachers are involved in changing 
evaluation procedures to 4-year model; Teachers set goals in conjunction 
with school goals and principal; New 4 year model makes teachers more 
involved in evaluation procedures. The principal mentioned teacher 
involvement twice in the three parts, first in making the present 4-year 
model a reality, then in evaluation procedures. Teacher involvement in 
teacher evaluation increased teachers’ ownership and ensured the 
effectiveness of the process as well as the goals and objectives of teacher 
evaluation. Teacher goal setting increased communication between 
teachers and the principal in helping the teacher improve and contribute 
to the accomplishment of school goals. 
The teachers’ responses varied from goal setting, teacher 
involvement, accountability, to peer coaching, self-reflection and 
improvement. One teacher agreed with the principal about goal setting 
in conjunction with school goals and principal. Two teachers expressed 
approval of the new 4-year model in terms of teacher involvement and 
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the opportunity it affords the teachers to focus on different areas of self- 
improvement. Five teachers mentioned self-reflection, self-assessment of 
teaching styles and their own creativity as well as educational techniques 
in achieving self-improvement. Six teachers appreciated the support, 
feedback, and suggestions they received on areas of improvement, in 
building confidence in their instructional techniques to benefit students 
and in working from individual’s unique strengths and interests as well 
as in professional development. Four teachers thought that the teacher 
evaluation encouraged collaboration with colleagues and peer coaching 
and provided opportunities for teachers to take courses and workshops, 
attend conferences and to visit other schools. It also ensured diversity of 
teaching and freedom of experimentation. Related to it, as one teacher 
pointed out, was the notion that teacher evaluation identified and shared 
exceptional educational practices and superior teaching performance, 
which encouraged teachers to learn from each other in their 
improvement and professional development. The other most effective part 
mentioned was the accountability aspect. One teacher thought the 
evaluation system kept teachers focused on curriculum, another said it 
produced a written record of individuals’ activities and growth. 
School B. The principal thought the following three parts were 
most effective in the teacher evaluation in the school: classroom 
visitations; post-observation and summary evaluation conference; and 
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summary evaluation (written). The principal stressed the importance of 
both the actual written summary evaluation and the conference. 
The teachers from the school supported the principal’s emphasis 
on the principal / teacher conference and on written narratives / 
summary evaluation for classroom teachers. In fact, seven teachers (50% 
of the total number of participants) indicated the importance of the 
conference. During the conference, both sides gave input, discussed 
priorities, teaching strategies, and the evaluation itself. Three teachers 
listed the following three parts as the most effective in the teacher 
evaluation: instructional qualities; classroom control and management; 
and professional qualities. Five teachers believed that evaluation allowed 
for improvement and suggestions for areas deemed as weakness and in 
teaching strategies. They preferred suggestions said in a kind way with 
the positives brought out to give the teacher a good feeling about herself. 
Three teachers mentioned teaching to different learning styles, relating to 
kids, sensitivity to children’s problems in their daily life that affect 
learning. Self-evaluation before and after evaluation was considered by 
one teacher as most effective in teacher evaluation in the school. 
School C. The principal listed goal setting with teachers and 
specifying criteria for effective instruction practice as the most effective in 
the teacher evaluation process in the school. 
Three teachers agreed with the principal in that goal setting, in 
which teachers set tangible goals with input from the principal, is most 
153 
effective. One teacher thought that the most effective part was 
administrator feedback, feedback from classroom observations and / or 
other data gathering. One teacher listed improving teaching strategies 
and another one put down examining student learning as the most 
effective. One teacher liked the fact that one could focus on one area and 
ask to be evaluated on that specific area. 
School D. The principal listed the following two points as the most 
effective: the pre-conference, where the principal and the teacher talk 
about the teaching and learning that will be observed; and the post 
conference, where the principal and teacher discuss the observation. 
Two teachers considered knowledge of subject matter or field as 
the most effective, two others thought of instruction as the one, while 
another two put down responsiveness to learners. Six teachers agreed 
with the principal. They appreciated the communication concerning the 
pre- and post- observations, enjoyed the ability to sit down and 
conference with the principal before the observation, and receive 
comments and feedback from the principal after the observation. One 
teacher thought that teacher evaluation helped teachers improve 
instruction and another teacher liked to collaborate with other teachers 
and the principal regarding lesson plans. Another teacher simply liked 
the observation itself. A third teacher thought teacher evaluation gave a 
chance to review framework and revisit learning outcomes. One teacher 
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stated: besides having a common school “culture”, there really isn’t much 
that can be said. 
School E. In response to the questions on the most effective parts 
of teacher evaluation, the principal listed the following: time for the 
teacher and principal to confer; improvement of classroom instruction; 
establishing professional goals; reviewing recent professional activity. 
Five teachers, echoing the principal, listed the pre- and post¬ 
conference meetings with the principal which allowed teachers and 
principal to discuss the intended outcomes of the lesson and the actual 
outcomes, to address student learning, and to receive feedback. A 
teacher also raised goal setting, which is advocated by the principal. Two 
teachers regarded peer coaching as the most effective to improve student 
learning because the teachers involved identify areas that need to be 
observed and often those areas are focused on student learning. Also, 
peer coaching encouraged many observations. One teacher thought that 
teacher evaluation helped to improve teaching, which in turn helped the 
students. One person thought that anecdotal observation or a video-tape 
were very useful because they were both totally objective, and if the 
teacher could use them without concern, they could lead to increased 
focus on student learning. Two teachers believed that the evaluation 
forced the teacher to analyze what occurred in the classroom and think 
carefully while preparing a lesson to present in front of the principal. 
One person listed positive experience as the most effective in evaluation. 
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Section 2: the least effective parts in teacher evaluation 
in our school. 
Data for this section are presented by individual schools with a 
comparison between principal responses and those of teachers to seek 
out similarities and differences. 
School A. The principal regarded lack of time on the part of the 
principal as the least effective part. While one teacher thought of teacher 
evaluation as very effective, others came up with a list with no two 
teachers sharing the same item. The list was as follows: formal classroom 
observations limit what an evaluator observes; the evaluation times 
individual segments of a lesson; there is not enough positive feedback; 
the evaluation session is too analytical; there are too many meetings to 
follow through on your step; the teachers are evaluated by state 
standards and the inflexibility of the principal in scheduling visits. One 
teacher made a comment that any teacher evaluation procedure needed 
to have strict administration guideline to follow upon poor teacher 
evaluations to ensure teacher accountability. 
School B. According to the principal, the least effective parts of 
teacher evaluation in the school are the teachers’ self-evaluation form (a 
check list that teachers fill out and bring to the post observation 
conference) and that staff with professional status are evaluated every 
other year (too much time between evaluations). To respond to the 
question, three teachers did not see any least effective parts. Two 
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teachers agreed with the principal on teacher self-evaluation, while two 
others also said that standard certified teachers were evaluated only 
every other year and that was not frequent enough. Two teachers 
complained that they received feedback only from one individual 
regarding performance and the principal was limited as to input. One 
teacher was aware that evaluation for school procedures, regulations and 
assignments are for teacher evaluation and not so much for improvement 
of student learning. Another did not like the “formal” visit. Two others 
said the teacher evaluation stressed the negatives which might 
discourage somebody rather than encourage them to try something new, 
and one teacher mentioned the superior manner of the evaluator, 
especially to new teachers who are going through the learning process as 
the most negative. 
School C. The principal listed two parts as the least effective: the 
number of categories that must be addressed; the number of evaluations 
that must be done each year. 
One teacher saw no negative effects. Two others listed 
identification of specific student needs and skill development on meeting 
the diverse needs of students as the least effective. Support system was 
written for teachers at risk, according to one teacher. One concern had 
to do with teacher evaluation being personalized based on the individual 
and how he/she was viewed. A teacher thought that evaluation should 
not be used to teach the teacher a lesson. 
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School D. At this school, the principal did not like the fact that the 
teacher observation process is a contract item, which is a major obstacle 
to improving teaching and learning. Furthermore, the timeline for the 
completion of evaluation for status and non-status teachers was 
mandated by the teacher’s contract. 
While one teacher responded none to the question, another said 
the least effective part was checklist or scales without comment or 
discussion. Two teachers did not think that teachers know about the 
real purpose of the process and listed as negative the fact of having been 
evaluated and not knowing what one was being evaluated for. One 
teacher mentioned not following through as the least effective and she 
wished to have more feedback. One teacher mentioned the possibility 
that the evaluator brings in personal feelings when evaluating. If the 
evaluator did not get along with the evaluated, there might be trouble. 
Two other teachers recommended changing the standard forms by 
adding state testing requirements and frameworks and also some 
specifics pertaining to the school. 
School E. The principal thought that the least effective parts were 
the formal nature prescribed by the negotiated agreement and the time 
bound nature of the observation and conference schedule. 
The teachers did not like the checklist or rating scale because of its 
subjective nature. It would be more valuable to discuss classroom 
strategies and methodologies, lesson plans, effectiveness, etc. Three 
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teachers complained about the infrequent, very short and rare 
observations. Somewhat useful, they did not really increase student 
learning. Furthermore, the evaluation is every other year; there was no 
follow up from one evaluation to the next. One person complained about 
the monotony of the long narrative evaluation method. Another teacher 
was wary of the command performance, which is not an indicator of day- 
to-day practice. Lack of background in a specific grade level or in a 
specific special subject on the part of the principal did not make him a 
valuable resource. There was no teacher input in the evaluation process, 
and the lessons were “staged” for the benefit of the principal and not 
authentic teaching, according to one teacher. Another complaint was 
that there was little or no opportunity for teachers to evaluate other 
teachers unless they had completed a required course to do so. One 
teacher saw no least effective parts in the teacher evaluation. 
Data Jialysis of Statements 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11 in Part III of tiie sfuryfev 
Questionnaire 
Data are presented by statement and individual schools, followed 
by a summary of the findings from responses of the principal and 
teachers. 
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Statement 1: Teachers are knowledgeable about the 
major purposes of teacher evaluation in our school 
At School A five teachers (71.43%) strongly agreed with the 
statement while two teachers (28.57%) agreed. Considering both 
Strongly Agree and Agree as positive, 100% of the teacher respondents 
considered this statement favorably. The principal agreed to the 
statement. 
Data from School B indicated that eleven teachers (78.57%) circled 
number 1 and three (21.43%) chose number 2, making the sum of 
Greatly Agree and Agree 100%. The principal sided with the group that 
strongly agreed with the statement. 
Among the teacher respondents at School C, two of them (33.33%) 
chose number 1, three (50%) agreed with the statement, with the only 
exception one teacher (16.67%) who disagreed. The positive percentage 
amounted to 83.33% in contrast to the unfavorable 16.67%. The 
principal joined those who agreed with the statement. The data for 
School E was exactly the same as School C, with the principal also 
circling number 2. 
Six teachers (75%) at School D agreed with the statement while two 
teachers (25%) disagreed. The principal was on the positive side, circling 
number 2. 
Taken as a group, teachers’ responses were very positive toward 
the statement, with 48.78% (20 teachers) Strongly Agree, and 41.46% (17 
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teachers) Agree, totaling 90.24% in favor. Only four teachers (9.76%) 
chose to disagree with it. For the principals, one (20%) chose number 1 
and four (80%) circled number 2, making the positive percentages a total 
of 100%. Both groups considered the statement very positively. See 
Table 10 for teacher responses by school, Figures 17 & 18 for charts 
showing all teacher and all principal responses. 
Statement 3: Teacher evaluation helps teachers identify 
students with special learning needs 
In response to this statement, School A teachers, for the first time, 
cast totally negative votes. Five teachers (71.43%) disagreed with the 
statement and two teachers (28.57%) strongly disagreed, making it a 
total of 100% against it, meaning teacher evaluation did not help 
teachers identify students with special learning needs. The principal was 
with the teachers by circling number 3, Disagree. 
For School B, a majority of the teachers considered the statement 
negatively. Five teachers (35.71%) disagreed and six (42.86/o) strongly 
disagreed with the statement. Only three teachers (21.43%) strongly 
agreed with it in comparison to the 71.43% against it. The principal 
chose to side with the 21.43% by agreeing with the statement. 
The responses from School C teachers were unanimous, 100% (all 
six teachers) choosing number 3, Disagree. The principal added to the 
disapproval by strongly disagreeing with the statement. 
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At School D, negative responses dominated with six teachers (75%) 
choosing Disagree, in contrast to 25% (two teachers) who agreed to the 
statement. The principal, like the principal of School C, strongly 
disagreed with the statement. 
As with the other schools, School E teachers also cast negative 
votes, with three teachers (50%) choosing Disagree and two teachers 
(33.33%) Strongly Disagree, totaling 83.33% against the statement. Only 
one teacher (16.67%) strongly agreed with it. The principal disagreed 
■with the statement. 
A group analysis of the teacher response data showed that thirty- 
five teachers (85.37%) out of forty-one thought of the statement 
negatively, with twenty five teachers (60.98%) choosing Disagree and ten 
teachers (24.39%) Strongly Disagree, while four teachers (9.76%) strongly 
agreed and two teachers (4.88%) agreed with the statement, totaling 
14.63% in favor. As for the principals as a group, 80% (four principals, 
two Disagree, two Strongly Disagree) were negative in their responses, 
compared wdth one principal (20%) choosing Agree. See Table 11 for 
teacher responses by school, Figures 19 & 20 for charts showing all 
teacher and all principal responses. 
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Statement 4. Teacher evaluation promotes diverse instructional 
approaches 
The teachers at School A responded positively to the statement. 
Two teachers (28.57 /o) chose number 1 and four others selected number 
2, making a positive total of 85.71%. Only one teacher (14.29%) 
disagreed. The principal agreed with the statement. 
The responses for Statement 4 from School B teachers were 
divided, with eight in favor and six against. Four teachers (28.57%) 
strongly agreed and four (28.57%) agreed, a total of 57.14%. On the 
other side, two (14.29%) disagreed and four (28.57%) strongly disagreed, 
totaling 42.86%. The principal added a positive element and agreed with 
the statement. 
The opinions of the teachers from School C were equally divided 
with three (50%) positive and three (50%) negative. One teacher chose 
number 1 and two teachers selected number 2, while three teachers 
chose to disagree with the statement. The principal sided with the one 
person who strongly agreed with it. 
School D teachers were 100% in favor of the statement by choosing 
number 2, Agree. Yet the principal strongly disagreed with the statement, 
forming a striking contrast with the teachers. 
Responses from School E teachers presented a positive perception 
toward the statement with three teachers (50%) choosing Strongly Agree 
and two teachers (33.33%) Agree, for a total of 83.33%. Only one teacher 
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(16.67%) disagreed. The principal joined with the two teachers who 
agreed to the statement. 
With teachers’ responses grouped together, thirty people (ten 
Strongly Agree and twenty Agree), 83.17%, thought positively of the 
statement, while eleven teachers (seven Disagree and four Strongly 
Disagree), 26.83%, were against it. The principals’ responses echoed 
teachers’ positive message. Four principals (one Strongly Agree and 
three Agree), 80%, strongly agreed and agreed with the statement, with 
only one principal (20%) strongly disagreeing with the statement. See 
Table 12 for teacher responses by school, Figures 21 & 22 for charts 
showing all teacher and all principal responses. 
Statement 6: Teachers are familiar with the procedures used 
in our school to evaluate teaching 
At School A, teachers showed positive perceptions toward the 
statement. Four teachers (57.14%) chose number 1 and three teachers 
(42.86%) circled number 2. 100% of the teachers confirmed the 
statement. The principal agreed with it. 
School B data showed a similar positive perception as in School A. 
Eleven teachers (78.57%) strongly agreed and three teachers (21.43%) 
agreed with it. The principal chose number 1 and strongly agreed with 
the statement. 
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As with Schools A & B, teachers at School C also responded to the 
statement positively, with two teachers (33.33%) choosing Strongly Agree 
and four teachers (66.67%) Agree. The principal strongly agreed with the 
statement. 
Responses from teachers at School D showed a positive reaction. 
Two teachers (25%) strongly agreed and five (62.5%) agreed with the 
statement. Only one person (12.5%) chose to disagree. Yet, the principal 
indicated Strongly Agree to the statement. 
Similarly, one teacher (16.67%) at School E chose to disagree with 
the statement while five others (four Strongly Agree, one Agree), 83.34%, 
supported the statement. The principal joined the four people who 
strongly agreed with the statement. 
A group analysis of the teachers’ responses indicated that twenty- 
three teachers (56.1%) choosing strongly agreed and sixteen others 
(39.02%) agreed with the statement. Only two teachers (4.88%) 
disagreed, compared with the 95.12% in favor. All the principals favored 
the statement with four (80%) Strongly Agree and one principal (20%) 
Agree, totaling 100% in support of the statement. Both the teacher group 
and the principal group showed dominantly positive perceptions toward 
the statement. This analysis result echoed the statement in the teacher 
evaluation documents that teachers are given all materials during the 
pre-observation conference. See Table 13 for teacher responses by 
173 
school, Figures 23 & 24 for charts showing all teacher and all principal 
responses. 
Statement 8. Teacher evaluation helps teachers improve 
instruction 
In responding to this statement, six teachers (85.71%) reported 
their perceptions positively with two choosing Strongly Agree (28.57%) 
and four Agree (57.14%). Only one person (14.29%) reacted to the 
statement negatively by disagreeing with it. The principal agreed with 
the statement. 
86.67% (thirteen teachers) of the teachers from School B 
responded positively to the statement. Four teachers (26.67%) chose 
number 1, and nine (60%) selected number 2. Two teachers (14.29%) 
disagreed with it, while the principal agreed with it. 
School C data showed a split in teacher perceptions toward the 
statement. Four teachers (50%) agreed while four others (50%) disagreed. 
The principal sided with the positive group by choosing Agree. 
A display of the School D data indicated that seven (87.5%) out of 
the eight teachers who participated responded to the statement 
positively, with one Strongly Agree and six Agree. One teacher (12.5%) 
disagreed and so did the principal. 
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At School E, four teachers (66.67%) responded positively to the 
statement, with one Strongly Agree and three Agree. Two teachers 
disagreed and the principal also disagreed. 
A general analysis of the responses from all teachers indicated that 
thirty-four teachers (77.28%) either strongly agreed or agreed with the 
statement. Ten teachers (22.73%) chose to disagree with it. The 
principals’ responses, as a whole, were divided with positive perceptions 
taking the lead. Three principals agreed with the statement while two of 
them (40%) disagreed with it. It is worth noticing that while most 
teachers in both School D and School E responded positively to the 
statement, both principals from the two schools disagreed with the 
statement, indicating that they didn’t believe that teacher evaluation 
helped teachers improve instruction. See Table 14 for teacher responses 
by school, Figures 25 8s 26 for charts showing all teacher and all 
principal responses. 
Statement 9: People who evaluate teachers are competent 
to do the work 
All the seven teachers in School A, who participated in the study, 
showed their confidence and trust in their evaluators by responding very 
positively tot he statement. Four teachers (57.14%) strongly agreed and 
three teachers (42.86%) agreed. The principal was also very confident in 
choosing number 2, Agree. 
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At School B, ten teachers (71.42%) either strongly agreed or agreed 
with the statement while four others (28.57%) chose to disagree with it. 
The principal agreed with the statement. 
Teachers from School C all responded to the statement positively 
by choosing either Strongly Agree (two teachers, 33.33%) or Agree (four 
teachers, 66.67%). The principal agreed with the statement. 
An analysis of the School D data showed that most teachers 
responded to the statement in a positive way. One teacher (12.5%) chose 
Strong Agree and six others (75%) selected Agree as their answer, 
totaling a positive 87.5%. One teacher (12.5%) strongly disagreed with 
the statement. The principal checked Strongly Agree for this statement. 
While most answers from School E teachers were positive (three 
Strongly Agree, two Agree, amounting to 83.33%), one teacher (16.67%) 
disagreed with the statement. The principal agreed with the statement. 
As a group, teachers showed their confidence in their evaluators 
through their positive responses. Thirty-five teachers (85.37%) strongly 
agreed or agreed with the statement. Only six people (five Disagree, one 
Strongly Disagree), 14.64%, responded negatively to the statement. For 
the principals, one (20%) strongly agreed and four others (80%) agreed 
with the statement, showing their confidence in themselves and their 
work, an attitude which was also embodied through the responses from 
the teachers. See Table 15 for teacher responses by school, Figures 27 & 
28 for charts showing all teacher and all principal responses. 
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Statement 11: The evaluator and teacher cnmmnnirfltP 
effectively in the evaluation process 
At School A, six teachers (85.71%) strongly agreed or agreed with 
the statement regarding communication in the evaluation process with 
two choosing Strongly Agree and four Agree. Only one teacher (14.29%) 
indicated disagreement with the statement. The principal agreed with 
the statement. 
All teacher responses at School B to the statement were positive, 
with four teachers (28.57%) choosing Strongly Agree and ten others 
(71.43%) Agree. The principal agreed with the statement. 
While the responses from School C teachers were mostly positive, 
one teacher (16.67%) disagreed with the statement. All the rest of 
teachers (five, 83.33%) indicated either Strongly Agree (33.33%) or Agree 
(50%). The principal agreed to the statement. 
Similar to School B, all teachers from School D were positive in 
their response to the statement. Two teachers (25%) chose Strongly 
Agree and six others (75%) selected Agree. Again, it is worth noting that 
the principal chose Strongly Disagree to the statement, which is a 
striking contrast with the all favorable responses from teachers. 
Five teachers at School E responded to the statement positively, 
with one Strongly Agree (16.67%) and four Agree (66.67%). One teacher 
(16.67%) disagreed with the statement. Interestingly enough, the 
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principal also disagreed with the statement, contrary to the most 
favorable responses from teachers. 
The teacher response data, analyzed as a group, showed a strongly 
positive reaction to the statement. Eleven teachers (26.83%) strongly 
agreed and twenty-seven (65.85%) agreed with the statement. Only three 
teachers disagreed, taking up 7.32%. Yet, for the principal group, while 
three principals (60%) agreed to the statement, the two other principals, 
one choosing Disagree and the other Strongly Disagree, expressed 
contrary messages to the mostly positive responses from the teachers. 
See Table 16 for teacher responses by school, Figures 29 & 30 for charts 
showing all teacher and all principal responses. 
Summary 
To answer research question TS2, data from two parts of the 
Survey Questionnaire were analyzed and presented. Part IV of the 
questionnaire asked teachers and principals from Target Schools to 
make a list of the most effective and least effective parts of teacher 
evaluation in their schools. The data were presented by single schools 
with comparison conducted between principal reply and teacher replies. 
Goal setting, teacher/principal conferences, and peer coaching were 
considered among the most effective parts in teacher evaluation. Lack of 
time on the part of the principal, the fixed deadline for completion of 
evaluations, and the number of evaluations to be done each year were 
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the least effective parts for principals. Teachers felt that the principal 
was usually the only person evaluating teachers and they would like to 
hear from more people regarding their performance. Teachers expected 
more involvement in the process. Statements 1, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11 asked 
teachers and principals to choose from the continuum the numbers 
representing their viewpoint. The data were analyzed and presented by 
single schools. While teachers and principals were positive toward other 
statements, they expressed very negative viewpoints toward statement 3, 
and did not believe that teacher evaluation helped teachers identify 
students with special learning needs. Two principals, in disagreement 
with their teachers, did not think that teacher evaluation improved 
instruction. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter presented data obtained from principals and teachers 
representing thirty-nine school systems in Massachusetts. Five types of 
data answering the four research questions were described and analyzed. 
The first part detailed the purposes perceived by the principals from 
General Schools, principals and teachers from Target Schools, as well as 
purposes stated in the written documents from five schools. The data 
were presented in narrative form. Comparisons were conducted between 
the two groups of principals, between principal and the teachers of a 
Target School, among principals and teachers within the Target Schools. 
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Written purposes were also introduced and compared with the responses 
from principals and teachers. The second part described the 
recommendations from principals and teachers in making teacher 
evaluation more effective in increasing student learning. The third part 
focused on the analysis through a study of the written documents from 
five schools and attempted to find out ways in which teacher evaluations 
were designed to help teachers improve instruction and increase student 
learning. Some statements in Part III were analyzed by school and across 
schools to help answer the research question. See Tables 17-26 for 
Teacher Responses to the Statements by schools. For all teacher 
responses to the statements and all principal responses, please see 
Tables 27-30. The fourth part was devoted to an analysis of the 
responses from principals and teachers regarding the effectiveness of 
teacher evaluation in their schools. The following chapter summarizes 
the research findings by research questions. The findings are then 
related to teacher evaluation and student learning. The chapter 
concludes with recommendations and suggestions for further study. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is threefold. First, findings are 
summarized. Second, the chapter describes implications associated with 
the research questions that guided the study. Third, the chapter 
presents recommendations for principals, school systems, teachers and 
schools of education as well as recommendations for further research. 
Summary of the Study 
The major purpose of this study is to discover whether existing 
practices for evaluating instruction are intended to help elementary 
school teachers improve student learning. The research consists of four 
interrelated parts. First, the study will find out the similarities and 
differences in teachers’ and principals’ perceptions regarding the major 
purposes of evaluating instruction. Second, the researcher will elicit 
changes teachers and principals suggest for making teacher evaluation 
more effective than it currently is. Also, the researcher will determine the 
extent to which various evaluations of instruction are designed to provide 
information that teachers may use to increase student learning. Finally, 
the researcher will examine teachers’ and principals’ perceptions in 
regard to the current effectiveness of evaluation to help teachers improve 
student learning. 
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The population of this study consisted of thirty-nine principals and 
forty-two teachers from thirty-nine elementary schools in Massachusetts. 
They represented thirty-nine school systems in urban, suburban and 
rural areas. Among these schools, five were affiliated with the 
Massachusetts Coalition for the Advancement in Learning, which is 
committed to improving student learning. The researcher did more in- 
depth study of these schools. 
Data were collected through surveys. Principals were invited to 
participate in the study by completing the questionnaire for principals. 
The researcher requested that they provide a copy of the written 
documents such as teacher contracts and the evaluation instruments 
used in their school. Teachers from the coalition schools were also 
invited to participate in the research on a voluntary basis. They were 
asked to fill out a questionnaire designed for teachers. Data from the 
different sources were presented individually and then compared with 
each other to find out similarities and differences in their perceptions in 
regard to the four research questions guiding the study. 
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Major Findings for Research Question 1: 
What are the similarities and differences in perceptions of 
Elementary school teachers and principals regarding 
the major purposes of teacher evaluation? 
The major findings for research question one are presented for the 
different data sources that contributed to answering the question. These 
sources are the General School principal Responses, Target School 
principal and teacher responses, the written documents regarding 
statements of purposes, and Statement 12 in Part III of the Survey 
Questionnaire. 
Accountability 
Twenty-one principals (61.7%) from General Schools stated that 
the major purposes of teacher evaluation are to ensure accountability, 
meet contract requirements, and make personnel decisions. While one 
principal from Target Schools believed that it was to ensure 
accountability and another to satisfy contractual obligation, three others 
took it as an opportunity to get first hand knowledge of the teacher s 
delivery of curriculum and collect information to help make informed 
decisions regarding teacher contract renewal. 
Twenty-two teachers (52.38%) considered accountability as one 
major purpose for teacher evaluation, while four teacher s regarded 
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teacher evaluation as making sure that teachers follow state standards, 
school district curriculum, and grade level frameworks. Sixteen teachers 
(38.1%) stated that teacher evaluation was to monitor teacher 
effectiveness. Nine teachers (21.43%) considered teacher evaluation as 
an annual process required by the contract or by the state. 
Teacher Growth 
Seventeen principals (50%) from General Schools listed teachers’ 
growth as professionals among the two most important purposes of 
teacher evaluation. Thirteen others (38.23%) believed that teacher 
evaluation was to provide feedback and assistance for teachers to 
improve and grow as professionals. Three principals (60%) and twenty- 
one teachers (50%) from Target Schools included professional 
development (growth & excellence) among the most important purposes 
for teacher evaluation. The written documents showed that improvement 
of professional performance is clearly expressed in all five schools. 
• Improving Curriculum and Instruction 
A third priority on the list of purposes from General School 
principals was to improve curriculum and instruction. Fifteen principals 
(44%) felt strongly that this was one of the most important purposes of 
teacher evaluation. 
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An analysis of the data from Target School principals showed 
clearly that improvement of teaching was a top priority on every 
principal’s agenda. Principals considered that it is a process to highlight 
strengths, determine areas of weakness, and to provide feedback 
regarding teachers’ instruction practice. 
Improvement of their own instruction or their own performance 
was top on teachers’ agenda. They took evaluation as a good opportunity 
for the principal to provide them with feedback, input, constructive 
criticism, and assistance on their strengths, weaknesses and teaching 
styles so that they could improve their effectiveness and “become better 
teachers,” as they put it. Much attention was devoted to teachers’ 
knowledge of subject matters and different instructional approaches to 
meet the diverse needs and interests of their students. Teachers were 
more concrete about the interaction and rapport between teachers and 
students, their flexibility in relating present material to students’ 
knowledge base, and their ability to put subject matter to the children so 
they understand. They even mentioned a positive approach in teaching 
children. Teachers stated that students learn more from improved 
instruction and in environments conducive to learning. Improvement of 
student learning was the ultimate goal of the teaching/learning process. 
The written documents stated clearly the purposes of the teacher 
evaluation process in their schools. Two schools clearly identified the 
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purpose of teacher evaluation as to improve instruction while others were 
more focused on performance improvement, which, in the case of 
teachers, clearly included teaching. 
Student Learning 
While only seven (20.59%) out of thirty-four General School 
principals considered one of its purposes was to improve student 
achievement and enhance student learning, Target School principals and 
teachers unanimously stressed the importance of improvement of 
student learning. Their responses clearly show their perception that one 
of the major purposes of teacher evaluation was to improve student 
learning and the teaching/learning process, this in turn shows the inter¬ 
connection of the process of improving instruction and increasing 
student learning. 
While the teachers agreed with their principal in most of their 
responses, as shown in the presentation of data by individual schools, 
they were more concrete and detailed in presenting their perceptions on 
the purposes of teacher evaluation. Their perceptions were focused more 
on the students they interact with on a daily basis and their own 
professional development. 
Statement 12 in Part III of the Survey Questionnaire asked 
principals and teachers whether they agree with the statement that 
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teacher evaluation in their school is an effective way to improve student 
learning. A summary of the data presented by individual schools showed 
that thirty-three teachers (80.49%) and four principals (80%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with this statement, which established a strong link 
between student learning and teacher evaluation, indicating that teacher 
evaluation is an effective way to improve student learning. Only around 
20% of the principals and teachers held a negative attitude toward the 
statement. 
The written documents did not state that improving student 
learning is a clear purpose for teacher evaluation, though teachers and 
principals did so in their responses. Yet, a study of the performance 
indicators contained in the documents clearly suggested that increasing 
student learning is the ultimate goal of improving instruction. The 
documents also contain separate sections regarding teacher response to 
the diverse needs of the students to help them learn well in schools. 
Goal Setting 
Goal setting for personal and professional development was a 
purpose frequently appearing in the teachers’ lists and in principals’ lists 
as well. Teachers appreciated the opportunities to meet with the 
principal to create both long and short-range goals in conjunction with 
the school goals and objectives so that their goals contribute to the 
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accomplishment of the school’s goals. Principals also liked the 
opportunities to meet with teachers after observation and talk about 
student learning and teaching strategies as well as teacher professional 
development. Peer coaching, as an alternative way to evaluate teachers 
and for self-evaluation, would encourage teacher collaboration in 
improving teaching strategies, creating diverse teaching approaches, and 
better relating to the children by being sensitive to different personalities 
and flexible in adapting to different learning needs and styles. It would 
also promote collegiality and professionalism. 
Documenting Exemplary Teachers 
Eight principals from General Schools and two from Target Schools 
thought that one of the main purposes of teacher evaluation was to 
identify and share exceptional educational practice so that the best 
teachers were recognized, retained and granted tenure. One school listed 
that purpose in the evaluation document. A few teachers from two 
schools expressed the same idea in their responses. 
To Promote School / District Goals 
Teachers and principals from the Target School group believed that 
one purpose of teacher evaluation was to promote school /district goals. 
Three out of five schools considered promotion of the school/district 
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mission and goals among the purposes of teacher evaluation. Among 
responses from General School principals, there is no mention of this 
purpose. 
Classroom Control and Management 
Teachers from two schools mentioned classroom control and 
management as purposes of teacher evaluation. The principal comes to 
the classroom and makes sure that the environment is orderly and will 
not adversely affect the children’s learning. 
There are many reasons to evaluate teachers. One may wish to 
evaluate the effects of teaching on students’ achievement; the other one 
may focus on the students’ problem solving skills. Teacher evaluation 
may be performed for only symbolic reasons, as it is required by law. In 
this case, neither teachers nor administrators may expect much from the 
process. In a study designed to discover the emphasis of their evaluation 
formats, Peterson (1985) examined the teacher evaluation instruments of 
16 school districts. The questionnaire-driven results showed that in most 
school districts the systems of teacher evaluation depend on criteria that 
focus on non-instructional activities, such as cooperation with peers and 
administrators, and attendance. Although he acknowledged that non¬ 
instrumental issues should be part of the total evaluation process, 
Peterson (1999) concluded that these items should be evaluated 
213 
separately from classroom performance, and their importance should be 
secondary to classroom performance criteria. Therefore, evaluators must 
understand not only what evaluation process is appropriate in a given 
context but also the objectives of evaluation. Different evaluation 
objectives need to be addressed with various types of instruments and 
processes. 
Communication 
Some teachers thought that teacher evaluation was to promote 
communication between principal and teachers so that they get to know 
each other, or, as one teacher put it, to create a positive interaction 
between administrators and teachers. One principal from General 
Schools believed that it was to develop sense of trust, support and 
confidence in supervisory relationship. 
Major Findings for Research Question 2: 
What changes do elementary school teachers and principals 
Recommend so that teacher evaluation may be more 
effective in increasing student learning? 
Principals from General Schools and principals as well as teachers 
from Target Schools recommended changes in the evaluation system so 
that it may be more effective in improving student learning. 
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More time for the Principal 
The two groups of principals share many important points in their 
recommendations for change. Time restraint on principals from contract 
requirements and the job of the principal propelled all principals to 
request more time. They wanted more time to meet with teachers, 
conduct more informal observations, and spend more time in the 
classrooms. They wanted to have more contact time, more time available 
for the process. They wished they could have the time to evaluate 
teachers more frequently, more time for post conferencing, and increased 
discussion time as well as pre-observation time. They needed more time 
for professional development and collegial collaboration. They wanted 
peripheral issues off the principal’s plate so that they could spend more 
time in the classroom. One way to make this possible was, as suggested, 
to hire an assistant principal to allow the principal to do so. Some 
principals requested more flexibility to create their own timeline for 
completing evaluations. Principals often feel frustrated with present 
evaluation formats because of time restraints. Principals must devote 
time to other equally important issues such as school violence, health 
concerns, the decrease in test scores, and decreases in school funding. 
The increased responsibilities charged to building principals have placed 
serious strains on their time. 
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Peer Coaching 
Principals and teachers advocated using alternative ways to 
evaluate teachers. Peer coaching or mentoring was the most popular, 
thus getting veteran teachers more involved in the process to observe or 
coach the teachers. Some principals called for a team evaluation 
approach, asking for more involvement of department heads, directors 
and veteran teachers to provide direct feedback. Teachers believed that 
they needed to come out of their classroom and embrace peer 
observation and collaboration. They needed to work together to 
implement and coordinate consistent school wide curriculum, learn new 
strategies, experiment and share results. Both the person observing and 
the person being observed can learn more from engaging in this type of 
activity. More peer coaching and mentoring models were recommended 
for improving teacher effectiveness. The process would improve peer¬ 
mentoring relationships, and general improvement in school climate 
would translate into greater trust in the process. The curriculum would 
be more articulated so teachers could self-evaluate if they were meeting 
curriculum and framework standards. All peer-coaching teams would 
work together in three-year cycles and the teams should be three 
teachers working together in cross grade levels or cross-subjects, which 
would inspire them to work more collaboratively all year. Principal 
should “pop in” on a regular basis rather than on a bi-annual 
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appointment. The principal should also schedule sporadic observations 
to focus on the wider range of skills teachers needed, for example, 
developing peer relationships, facilitating parent communication, etc. 
Peer review has potential benefits. Teachers often possess the 
expertise to evaluate teachers in their own subject areas, or on their own 
grade level. They are acutely aware of the pressures, a daily part of the 
teacher's work. Peers may be able to provide detailed feedback and 
assistance in a manner perceived to be non-threatening. Crisp et al. 
argue (1984) that teacher responsibility for establishing the criteria and 
setting the standards for evaluation may foster a greater sense of 
professionalism. For teacher evaluation purposes, peers are most 
effective in the area of performance improvement. Darling-Hammond 
(1986) envisions peer committees that would meet on a regular basis to 
review teacher practices, set performance standards, and examine pupils' 
progress and discipline. She emphasizes that teachers serving on such 
boards be given the time to pursue these activities meaningfully, and the 
authority to make decisions based on what they discover. 
Peer review may not be effective. Since it stresses the process of 
teaching, it places little emphasis on the outcome of teaching, that is, 
student learning. Peer review may also be hard to implement. Peers may 
be reluctant to evaluate one another's work, in part from fear of opening 
up inter-group friction by their criticism. Other alternative forms 
217 
mentioned were portfolio, written articles, projects, self-evaluations and 
videotaping. The researcher noticed that teachers never mentioned the 
inclusion of scores of standardized teacher knowledge tests as an 
additional data source. 
Acceptance of peer evaluation requires a mature environment in 
which teachers, as professionals, will get used to classroom observation 
for mutual learning, exchange, and improvement. Multiple data sources, 
rather than teacher evaluations in which one is dominant, can replace 
the current haphazard effect of nonsystematic, hearsay evidence. When 
an evaluation system has representative systematic data from many 
more dependable sources, it prevents inordinate influence from any other 
factors. 
Goal Setting 
Goal setting was another important recommendation. Principals 
advocated that the evaluation and the goal of the clinical supervision 
would be complementary. Evaluator and teachers would agree on an 
area of concentration for clinical supervision and provide improvement 
plans with specific goals and timelines. Principals suggested having off 
years” to focus on personal goals and self-evaluation. Teachers 
recommended goal setting to make the evaluation practice more effective 
in increasing student learning: team evaluation with common goals, team 
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goal setting, grade level goal setting, differentiated goals for specific 
teachers, teacher / principal goal setting on focus areas and then 
evaluation only on goals set. 
Student Learning 
Teachers focused more on student learning in their 
recommendations. Eye on the child was their main focus, and tools to 
help teacher help students should be provided. They needed assistance 
with student learning, and as lifelong learners, teachers needed to 
constantly assess and change their instruction to make sure that “all 
students are learning.” Teachers should use the criticism as a help so 
that increased learning could take place. Also, teachers need to learn 
from the constructive suggestions on their evaluations and implement 
them in the classroom to measure student learning. Suggestions must 
not be taken personally but be used to help all students learn. Among 
the lists were also suggestions for wiser use of in-service, half days, 
faculty meetings, professional days and parent conferences. 
Teacher Control of Student Learning 
Teachers recommended that teaching should be left to those who 
“know” and not to businessmen and politicians with all their bashing. 
They would like to attack one thing at a time and then move on to the 
219 
next “new” educational fad. Throughout the years, teachers and 
administrators have seen many initiatives to improve the school come 
and go. Most efforts have been viewed as passing fads. Consequently, 
school improvement initiatives have failed to achieve the objectives for 
which they were proposed. Teachers continue to teach the way they 
want, and administrators continue to evaluate the annual performance of 
the teacher without much rigor. 
Frequent Evaluations and Classroom Visits 
Teachers liked more frequent evaluations, more frequent, 
unannounced classroom visits to see what was happening. The visits 
could be brief and informal. They felt that the principal should observe 
teachers more often, for example, in a principal walk-through, and with 
casual follow-ups. An administrator (in most cases the principal) visits a 
classroom for 45 minutes (in some cases even shorter!) and then fills in 
an annual form to file as a summary of a teacher’s performance in a 
year, or at least in a semester. Time is required for colleague- teacher 
participation in data gathering and judgment. The intuitive impression is 
that one can tell how good a teacher is merely by observing him/her for 
15 minutes. However, good evaluation takes much more time than this. 
Time is required for some evidence to payoff. For example, effects on 
students may take weeks, months, or even years to see. Good teaching 
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materials take years to develop. Good teachers are good for different 
reasons. Teachers can make learning happen in quite different ways. 
What makes one teacher good (e.g., an effective taskmaster) may not be 
true of the next one (an inspirer) or still another (a subject matter 
authority). Teaching at times is replication and at other times innovation 
depending on the specific situation. Thus teachers of different kinds and 
in different settings need data appropriate to their specific practice. In 
addition, students have different styles, needs, and preferences in their 
learning. Good teachers match their performance to their students. 
Evaluation and Feedback from More Sources 
Teachers would like to have several different people evaluating a 
teacher, thus receiving feedback from more than one source. In most 
schools, the principal is the only person responsible for evaluating 
teachers, yet it is very difficult for one individual to successfully 
accomplish both formative and summative goals. Teachers are most 
likely to welcome an evaluative process if its major focus is to help rather 
than to find fault. It is unrealistic, however, to assume that all teachers 
have exemplary teaching skills and will never need improvement. 
Because principals must have alternatives to deal with teachers who 
cannot or will not improve, there must be a summative component of the 
teacher evaluation process. Administrators can monitor for minimal 
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performance. They also are on the spot when quick judgments are 
needed, for example, to stop abusive and acute problem teacher 
practices. They are in the best position to see the overall teaching picture 
in relation to parents, school boards, district policy, and large numbers 
of educators in varied roles. Administrators are more familiar with 
classrooms on a regular basis than are many other people. They can 
even affect the morale of a school. However, there are important 
limitations and concerns over the role of administrators in teacher 
evaluation. Many years of research studies show the inaccuracy of 
administrator reports of teacher performance (Peterson, 1999). 
Administrators have a conflict of interest when they are both summative 
judges and educational leaders with the same population of teachers. 
Their perceptions and biases are shaped by their role assignment in the 
school. The adverse effects of being the only evaluator in a school become 
obvious when a principal attempts to use both summative and formative 
strategies. 
Teacher Involvement 
Teachers recommended involvement of supervisors of special areas 
like special education, art, world language and music in the evaluation 
process, as well as teacher involvement in the designing of the 
evaluation, meeting with the principal with an educational goal or plan 
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for the year and being evaluated based on discussion. Teachers should 
stand at the center of evaluation activity. They need to take an active, 
decision-making role in their own evaluation: consider their duties, 
responsibilities, contributions, and outcomes— and direct the evaluation 
from that point. The teacher should monitor data assembly, adequacy of 
judgments, and the use of evaluation results. The main reason for their 
involvement is that teachers are in the best position to know the impact 
of key indicators for their own case. Thus they are able to select the best 
combination of data sources for their own evaluation. Their participation 
enhances the accuracy and appropriateness of evidence used to judge 
them. Because data self selection may raise doubts in the minds of the 
audiences, credibility can be increased by using independent evaluation 
personnel to gather and summarize the data, increasing the involvement 
of peers, students, and additional administrators. The second reason for 
extensive teacher participation and control in selecting data sources is a 
sociological one. Relationship between teachers and the principal and 
among teachers in the workplace will play out in the evaluation process. 
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Major Findings for Research Question TS1: 
In what wavs are teacher evaluations in Target Schools designed to help 
elementary school teachers improve instruction and increase 
student learning? 
Data from the written documents regarding teacher evaluation and 
from Statements 2, 5, 7, 10 in Part III of the survey questionnaire were 
utilized to establish the major findings for research question TS1. 
Increased Span of Evaluation Cycles 
From the teacher evaluation documents, a tendency showed itself 
in that the evaluation cycle of teachers with professional status is getting 
longer and longer, from every other year to five years. The longer cycles 
have clear objectives for each year and the teachers are clear about the 
objectives, how to achieve them for a specific year, and the criteria on 
which they are to be evaluated. The cycles allow the teachers more time 
to collaborate with other teachers, observe each other in the classroom, 
and provide feedback and suggestions for improvement in teaching 
effectiveness. They also make it possible for teachers to reflect on their 
performance and their own professional development. 
In all five schools tenure teachers (or teachers with professional 
status) are evaluated differently from non-tenured teachers (or teachers 
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without professional status). For tenured teachers, the evaluation cycles 
are different from school to school. Teachers from School A participate in 
a four-year evaluation/professional development cycle: comprehensive 
evaluation in year 1, professional development (goal setting) in year 2, 
focused evaluation in year 3, and professional development in year 4. 
School B follows a four-year cycle, which allows for a summative 
evaluation once every four years and an observation evaluation every 
second year. Teachers from School C are evaluated every other year with 
the peer coaching introduced as an alternative for tenured teachers. 
School D follows a five-year cycle: evaluation, peer observation, 
individualization, collaboration, and reflection. Tenured teachers from 
School E are observed a minimum of twice during the three-year 
evaluation cycle. Among the five schools, one school follows a two-year 
cycle, two schools have a four-year cycle, one school has three, and 
another has five. The evaluation cycles are getting longer, which frees up 
more time for the principal and encourages more involvement from 
teachers and more collaboration among teachers in activities like peer 
coaching and goal setting. The longer cycle also allows teachers to reflect 
on their performance and create goals for professional development. 
Teachers can claim more and more ownership in the process of their 
evaluations. 
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For non-tenured teachers, they are evaluated annually to 
determine if the teacher will be re-appointed. The only exception is 
School 4 where non-tenured teachers follow a three-year cycle with 
written evaluations decreasing as year goes on. 
More Sources for Data Collection. 
Observation is the main form of data collection. Evaluation 
consists of formal and informal observations of teaching or other work 
performance. Two schools utilize the clinical supervision model for their 
data collection. Lesson plans, objectives, and textbooks need to be 
available. The time requirement for observation is at least 15 minutes in 
one school and the full class in another. The post-observation conference 
must take place within 5-10 days of the last observation. School D 
follows a five-year evaluation cycle, with different objectives each year 
requiring different kinds of data. For example, the criteria for evaluation 
are substantial activities and goals that contribute to one’s professional 
knowledge and skill as a teacher. Activities are course work, 
workshop/seminars as presenter or participant, teacher exchange 
program, study group, experimentation of activities, community service, 
etc. For the observation year, sample activities are paired observation, 
one-way observation and feedback, videotaping, observation by outside 
consultant, and so on. In the collaboration year, the experience must 
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take place in partnership with a colleague. Sample activities include 
study group, working toward a common goal, committee work related to 
discipline or instruction, piloting a program, mentoring, etc. The fifth 
year, the reflection year, enables teachers to initiate, refine, or complete 
work begun in other cycle years. School E uses multiple sources of 
information about performance besides formal and informal 
observations. This ensures that the process does not rely on classroom 
observation as the sole basis for evaluation. Teacher evaluation based 
on observation by classroom visit depends very heavily on what the 
teacher is observed doing at the time of visit. Because most 
administrators have very limited time to evaluate each teacher, the small 
number of observations results in very unreliable data for evaluation. 
Other sources of information include review of portfolios, parent and 
student surveys, artifact collection (e.g. lesson plans and grade books). 
Multiple data sources, rather than one factor being dominant, in teacher 
evaluation, can replace the current haphazard effect of nonsystematic, 
heresy evidence. When an evaluation system has representative 
systematic data from many more dependable sources, it prevents 
inordinate influence from any other factors. The researcher noticed that 
teachers never mentioned the inclusion of scores of standardized teacher 
knowledge tests as an additional data source. 
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Statement 7 in Part III of the Questionnaire asked teachers and 
principals whether they agreed with the statement that their school uses 
many data sources to evaluate teachers. 80.96% of teachers from School 
A responded to the statement positively. At School B, 57.14% of the 
teachers expressed negative views toward the statement in contrast to 
42.86% of positive responses. In both Schools C and D, teachers’ 
opinions were equally divided with 50% supporting and 50% against. 
The two principals were also on opposite end of the continuum, with one 
strongly agreeing and the other strongly disagreeing. 66.66% of teachers 
from School E disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. 
A general examination of the teacher response data as a group 
showed an almost equal division, with one teacher more on the positive 
side, 51.16% against 48.84% in favor of the statement. The principals, as 
a group, presented a somewhat more positive picture: 60% against 40% 
in favor of the statement. Considering the two groups, the principals 
favored the statement by 1 more principal, teachers favored it by 1 more 
teacher. In general, the responses to the statement were divided almost 
equally. 
Classroom observation is recognized in the literature as the most 
frequently utilized data source for evaluating teacher performance. A few 
authors have discounted it as a source of objective, reliable data 
(McCarty, Kaufman & Stafford 1986, p.352; Popham 1986, p. 57, 
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Scriven 1981, p.251) . The majority of authors, however, agree with 
Darling-Hammond et al. that classroom observation is the “mainstay” of 
teacher evaluation (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Peese 1983, p.306). Frels 
et al., for example, write that it would be nearly impossible to justify and 
defend a teacher’s performance evaluation without having actually 
observed the teacher in class (Frels, Cooper, & Reagan 1984, p.10) 
This notion is verified by current teacher evaluation practice. 
Direct observation is used by 99.8 % of the Educational Research Service 
survey sample. Classroom observations are most often conducted by the 
building principal in the vast majority of school districts. Assistant 
principals, department chairpersons and other officials are often 
employed as additional classroom observers in senior high schools. 
Clinical Supervision 
While observation of teachers by principals is the major source of 
data collection, two schools use the findings of teaching effectiveness as 
the basis for evaluating teachers’ performance: Principles of Effective 
Teaching and the Skillful Teacher. Two others use the clinical 
supervision model, another way used to accomplish teacher evaluation 
that is primarily concerned with professional improvement. 
Philosophically, clinical supervision emphasizes collaboration 
between teacher and supervisor. It maintains that teaching is a complex 
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professional endeavor that can be adequately evaluated by supervisors 
who possess a thorough understanding of pedagogy and subject content. 
This method of evaluation is teacher-centered, rather than evaluation- 
centered; it focuses on teacher motivation and improvement, rather than 
on teacher ratings. In practice, clinical supervision typically consists of a 
five-step process based on a one-to-one relationship between the teacher 
and supervisor. 
Instruction 
One striking feature is that the evaluation systems in these schools 
share similar or even identical categories in the evaluation process. All 
schools list instruction as a distinctive category in evaluating teaching, 
stated clearly as the purpose of teacher evaluation. The specific 
indicators, for example, range from understanding students’ needs and 
interests, designing and adapting the curriculum and strategies to meet 
students’ diverse needs and interests, communicating clearly the 
learning goals to students, to using appropriate instructional techniques, 
materials, media to increase student learning. Teachers are responsible 
for the cognitive development as well as affective development of the 
students because a student’s emotional development directly affects 
his/her academic growth. Teachers are expected to respond to a 
student’s emotional and social needs to facilitate that growth. 
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All schools require teachers to be very knowledgeable of subject 
matter or field. Teachers need to be up to date regarding curriculum 
content and have a command of their subjects as well as demonstrate a 
repertoire of strategies in each teaching parameter to present the content 
effectively. 
Planning & Assessment of Curriculum & Instruction 
Effective planning and assessment of curriculum and instruction is 
another category shared by all schools. This includes planning and 
implementing a variety of activities consistent with instructional 
objectives, and selecting instructional methods compatible with student 
abilities and learning styles. Objectives chosen should be appropriate for 
the mental age, maturity and skill level of the pupils in the class and 
consistent with the established district curriculum. The teacher should 
know theories of teaching and apply them to meet the needs of both 
individuals and the group. 
Student Learning 
Student learning permeates the evaluation categories. In 
evaluating teaching, student learning is the clear goal. The teacher plans 
assessment of effective student learning, and creates an environment 
that is positive for student learning and involvement. The teacher strives 
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to ensure equitable opportunities for student learning. Furthermore, the 
teacher is encouraged to use current technologies as tools to enhance 
instructional strategies and increase student learning. The teacher 
establishes practices that promote a high level of students’ active 
learning and ensure smooth transitions from one activity to another. 
One school requires that the teachers interpret the results of evaluation 
procedures and use these results to improve instruction for both the 
class as a whole and the individual students. There are clear categories 
that are closely connected to student learning, for example, Responsive 
to Learners and Learning Environment. 
Promotion of Equity and Appreciation of Diversity 
Promotion of equity and appreciation of diversity also attracts 
attention. Teachers are asked to demonstrate appreciation for and 
sensitivity to the diversity among individuals. The teacher recognizes and 
demonstrates sensitivity to differences in abilities, modes of contribution, 
and social and cultural backgrounds, responds to the needs of diverse 
individual students, avoids and discourages stereotyping of any kind. 
The teacher treats students fairly and involves students in activities 
appropriate to their learning abilities. 
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Professionalism 
Professionalism has its place in the teacher evaluation form in all 
the schools. The responsibilities of a teacher are broader and more 
inclusive than teaching a specific subject or grade level. As members of 
the school community teachers are expected to share the responsibilities 
for accomplishing the objectives of the school and fulfil professional 
responsibilities. 
Management of Classroom Environment 
Another commonality is in effective management of classroom 
environment or learning environment. One school categorizes it as 
management skills, indicating the teacher’s responsibilities for planning 
and demonstrating effective routines and procedures that create an 
organized and positive learning environment. In describing the category, 
a school requires that the teacher create an environment that is positive 
for student learning and involvement, and maintain appropriate 
standards of behavior, mutual respect and safety. The tacit assumption 
that teachers “need” to be evaluated is easily made but rarely considered 
thoughtfully. The importance of the teacher in the formal school setting 
has rarely been challenged. To be sure, other elements in the operation 
are clearly recognized as important, too. Buildings, materials, 
administrative leadership, curriculum, financial support, and public 
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support all contribute to the quality of the instructional program that 
influences student learning. Little evidence is available to challenge the 
long-accepted notion that the teacher makes the difference, at least as 
far as the formal learning processes are concerned. 
Teachers are also evaluated in aspects such as effective 
organizational relationship, contributions to students beyond classroom 
and personal qualities, which are remotely related to instruction and 
student learning. 
Improvement Assistance Plan 
All schools have an improvement assistance plan in their teacher 
evaluation contract. For each formal observation, the evaluator will 
provide a document identifying areas of strength and areas needing 
improvement, based on the established criteria and goals. Also, the 
evaluator will provide specific recommendations on how to improve and 
where the teacher can get assistance to implement the recommendations. 
There should be a reasonable time schedule to monitor progress in which 
evaluator and teacher meet to review progress made on the improvement 
plan. However, some teachers believed that the assistance plans were for 
teachers “at risk” and not for all teachers. 
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Teacher Involvement in Designing Teacher Evaluation 
Four statements in Part III of the Questionnaire were created to 
help answer the second research question. They asked questions about 
teacher involvement in designing the teacher evaluation used in the 
schools, whether procedures for doing teacher evaluation are clearly 
stated, what the data sources are for evaluating teachers, and teacher’s 
role in implementing teacher evaluation. These statements are 
important, because if teachers are involved in the designing process, they 
are more likely to claim ownership and give input to make teacher 
evaluation a positive and successful experience. If data are drawn from 
many sources instead of relying on classroom observation only, the 
teacher’s performance will be more accurately reflected. If procedures 
are stated clearly, teachers will have a better idea of how evaluation is 
done and then better participate in the process. The findings were either 
listed independently or incorporated into a similar category. 
Statement 2 asked if teachers were involved in designing the 
teacher evaluation used in our school/district. This statement received a 
100% positive response in School A, 92.86% in School B, and 66.66% in 
School C. In Schools D and E, the statement was negatively received, by 
87.5% (Disagree and Strongly Disagree combined) in School D and 
83.34% (Disagree and Strongly Disagree combined) in School E. 
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An analysis of the teacher responses from all the five schools to the 
statement showed that fourteen teachers (34.15% of the total 41 teacher 
participants) strongly agreed and twelve (29.27%) agreed, amounting to 
63.42% as a result of combining Strongly Agree and Agree responses. On 
the other side, fourteen teachers (34.15%) disagreed and one teacher 
(2.44%) strongly disagreed with the statement, totaling 36.59% by adding 
Disagree and Strongly Disagree. The statement was more positively 
reviewed. School A teachers responded to the statement 100% positively, 
which is reflected in other parts of the study showing their involvement 
in redesigning the evaluation system that they are using today in their 
schools and their satisfaction with their role and involvement in the 
process. 
Combining the answers from principals across the schools, all 
principals (100%) agreed or strongly agreed that teachers were involved 
with the designing of the teacher evaluation used in the schools, 
compared with the 63.42% of positive answers from the teachers. It is 
well worth notice that while teachers expressed negative views in Schools 
D and E, the principals strongly agreed or agreed with the statement. 
One might ask what caused the teachers and principal to choose 
opposite ends of the continuum. 
Statement 10 asked to see if teachers have a major role in 
implementing teacher evaluation. 100% of the teachers viewed the 
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statement positively in School A, with 70.47% in School B, 66.67% in 
School C and 83.33% in School E. Teachers were equally divided in 
School D in their opinions toward the statement. While the teachers 
presented a picture of 71.43% positive responses, the principals showed 
a negative one with 60% against it and 40% in favor. 
Procedures for Teacher Evaluation 
Statement 5 asked teachers and principals whether procedures for 
doing teacher evaluation in their schools are clearly stated. It is amazing 
to notice that teachers from Schools A, B, E all gave a 100% positive 
response to the statement, with 83.33% in School C and 75% in School 
D. Again, while most teachers agreed with the statement, one principal 
strongly disagreed with it, another discrepancy that is worth notice. 
An examination of the data from all teachers showed that 92.68% 
of the teachers strongly agreed and agreed with the statement. Grouping 
all Target School principal responses together, the data indicated that 
one principal (20%) strongly agreed, three (60%) agreed, and one (20%) 
strongly disagreed with Statement 5. Combining the positive responses 
together, the total reached 80%. Both the principal group and teacher 
group considered positively the statement that procedures for doing 
teacher evaluation in their schools are clearly stated. 
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Peer Coaching 
As an alternative to formal principal evaluation of teachers, peer 
coaching or mentoring is being introduced to more schools although 
worded in different ways such as “observation” and “collaboration.” 
Teachers with professional status may request to substitute a Peer 
Coaching process using the clinical supervision techniques for their 
negotiated evaluation in a given year, though not in consecutive 
evaluation cycles. It is the practice of two experienced teachers working 
together to refine teaching practice or implement change in teaching 
strategies. It helps to engage the teachers in self-analysis and helps both 
peer coach and teacher to think more about their work. Peer coaching is 
becoming part of the school routine. Teachers feel very comforts hip and 
encouraged to have peers come into their classroom and observe them in 
action for mutual improvement that will benefit student learning. 
Major Findings for Research Question TS2: 
What are the perceptions of elementary school principals 
and teachers in Target Schools regarding the current 
effectiveness of teacher evaluation as a means of improving 
student learning in their local schools and classrooms? 
The data for this question were collected from Part IV of the survey 
questionnaires for teachers and principals in the Target Schools. This 
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part consists of two sections. Section 1 asks respondents to list parts of 
teacher evaluation in their school that are most effective in helping 
teachers improve student learning. Section 2 asks respondents to list 
the least effective parts of the teacher evaluation in their school. Some 
statements in Part III were also created to help answer the research 
question. 
The Most Effective Parts in Teacher Evaluation in Our School 
Teachers and principals identified the following characteristics as 
the most effective parts in teacher evaluation in their schools. 
Goal Setting 
From the principal responses, three principals listed goal setting as 
one of the most effective parts in teacher evaluation. They enjoyed the 
opportunity of working with teachers to set personal professional goals in 
conjunction with school goals. 
Pre- and Post-observation Conferences 
Four principals agreed that the pre-observation and post¬ 
observation conferences were also effective where teachers and principal 
talked about teaching and learning to be observed, provided feedback for 
improvement after observation, and conducted summary evaluation. 
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Teacher and principal together created goals for the teacher in 
conjunction with the school's mission and goals. At the conferences, 
teacher and principal talked about improvement of instruction and 
student learning as well as their own professional development. One 
principal emphasized as most effective teacher involvement in changing 
the evaluation model and in teacher evaluation procedures. Teachers 
from all schools agreed that the conferences with the principal were most 
effective. They worked together to set goals, determine what is to be 
observed, give feedback on areas needing improvement, and provide 
suggestions to facilitate the process. 
Teacher Involvement 
School A principal and teachers agreed in terms of teacher 
involvement in changing the evaluation procedures to the four-year 
model and making teachers more involved in the evaluation process. 
They would like to see more involvement by teachers in the evaluation 
process to make sure that feedback they received was more relevant and 
beneficial. 
Peer Coaching 
Peer coaching or collaboration among teachers was also considered 
effective, because it provided the opportunity for teachers to observe each 
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other, learn from each other in improving teaching strategies to teach to 
different learning styles so that students could learn more effectively. 
Teachers regarded peer coaching as the most effective strategy to 
improve student learning because the teachers involved identify areas 
that need to be observed and often those areas are focused on student 
learning. Professional development and support from principals in 
helping improve teacher performance also received positive review. Peer 
coaching proved to be effective where teachers have the opportunity to 
visit and observe each other in action, and to experiment with new 
strategies to help students learn well. 
Identifying and Sharing Exceptional Experience 
Two principals and some teachers believed that teacher evaluation 
identified and shared exceptional educational practices and superior 
teaching experience encouraging teachers to learn from each other to 
improve instruction from individuals’ unique strengths and interests. 
Several teachers preferred to receive feedback said in a positive way. 
Clarity in Purposes of Teacher Evaluation 
A few teachers did not think that teachers knew about the real 
purpose of the evaluation process and felt that they were being evaluated 
not knowing what was being evaluated. Yet 92.4% of all teachers 
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responded positively to the statement that teachers are knowledgeable 
about the major purposes of teacher evaluation in our school. All 
principals responded in favor of the statement. 
Promotion of Diverse Teaching Approaches 
In response to the statement that teacher evaluation promotes 
diverse instructional approaches, 83.17% of teachers answered 
positively. Four principals favored the statement. Only one principal 
strongly disagreed with it. 95.12% of teachers indicated that they agreed 
or strongly agreed with the statement that teachers are familiar with the 
procedure used in our school to evaluate teaching. All principals were in 
favor of the statement. 
Improvement of Instruction 
Statement 8 asked teachers and principals if teacher evaluation 
helped teachers improve instruction. To the statement, 77.28% of 
teachers and 60% of the principals agreed or strongly agreed with it. 
While most teachers in both School D and School E answered in favor of 
the statement, the two principals disagreed with it indicating that they 
did not believe that teacher evaluation helped teachers improve 
instruction. 
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Evaluator Competency 
In response to the statement that people who evaluate teachers are 
competent to do the work, eighty-five teachers (85.37%) were positive in 
their perceptions showing their confidence in their evaluators. All 
principals, as evaluators, affirmed the statement about their capability 
and competency to do the job. 
Communication in Teacher Evaluation Process 
Statement 11 solicited perceptions about effective communication 
between the evaluator and teacher in the evaluation process. 92.68% of 
the teachers responded positively to the statement about 
communication. Principals differed in their perceptions. Three (60%) 
agreed with the statement while two of them disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with it. 
The Least Effective Parts in Teacher Evaluation in Our School. 
Teachers and principals considered the following factors as least 
effective or hindering the effectiveness of teacher evaluation in improving 
instruction and increasing student learning: 
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Time Restraint 
Two principals expressed their displeasure at the timeline for the 
completion of observation and conference schedule that is mandated by 
the contract. One principal considered lack of time on part of the 
principal as the least effective, and was joined by another principal 
complaining of the number of categories that must be addressed and the 
number of evaluations that must be done each year. One principal 
thought that, instead of evaluating professional status teachers eveiy 
other year, the frequency for evaluating teachers should be increased, 
because too much time elapsed between evaluations. One principal 
lamented that since the teacher evaluation process was a contract item, 
it was a major obstacle to improving teaching and learning. 
Feedback from Principal Only 
Teachers were concerned about the fact that they received 
feedback from only one person regarding their performance and 
principals were limited as to their input or as a resource person for 
certain subjects or fields. The principal was busy with so many tasks 
that he or she did not have enough time to spend in the classroom to 
find out what was happening. Also, the principal was not that 
resourceful in feedback especially in subjects like music, world language, 
etc. while the involvement of the head teachers of these departments 
244 
would help the process and ensure that teachers get more useful and 
relevant feedback. 
Infrequency of Observations 
Teachers mentioned the infrequency of observations and suggested 
that there should be frequent and longer classroom visits, for short and 
rare observations did not really increase student learning. Formal 
classroom observations limit what an evaluator observes. They 
considered teacher self-evaluation (a check-list that teachers fill out and 
bring to the post observation conference) ineffective. Teachers did not 
like checklist or scales without comments or discussions because of the 
subjective nature of checklists. Some teachers wanted the evaluation 
process to be a positive one in which they would not be looked down 
upon and given a special lesson during evaluation time. Evaluation for 
school procedures, regulations and assignments are for teacher 
evaluation and not so much for improvement of student learning. 
Support system was written for teachers at risk, and not for all teachers. 
Subjectivity of the Evaluator 
Teachers were concerned that the evaluator might bring in 
personal feelings when evaluating others. If the evaluator and the 
evaluated did not get along, there was trouble. Therefore, for evaluators, 
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the acknowledgment of subjectivity is a necessity. Subjective judgment 
was employed in evaluating teacher performance to an even greater 
extent than it was in evaluating student performance. 
Not Meeting Special Student Needs 
85.37% of teachers were negative in their answers to the 
statement that teacher evaluation helps teachers identify students with 
special learning needs. 100% of teachers from two of the schools 
disagreed with the statement. Four (80%) out of the five principals 
shared the view of most teachers and disagreed or strongly disagreed 
with the statement. Only one principal agreed with it. 
Recommendations 
A careful analysis of the research findings helped the researcher to 
formulate the following recommendations in four categories: 
Recommendations for School Principals, Recommendations for School 
Systems, Recommendations for Teachers, and Recommendations for 
Schools of Education. 
Recommendations for School Principals 
Three recommendations are advanced for school principals to 
consider for improving teacher evaluation in their schools. 
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1. Downplay classroom observations by principals and use more 
than one person to judge the quality of teacher performance. In most 
schools, the principal is the only person responsible for evaluating 
teachers. The adverse effects of being the only evaluator in a school 
become obvious when a principal attempts to use both summative and 
formative strategies. The most publicized aspect of this dilemma focuses 
on the potential conflict between the notion of instructional improvement 
and the need to make administrative decisions. Trying to resolve these 
conflicts has not necessarily improved teaching. Yet, it is not impossible 
to achieve both purposes at the same time. 
Administrators can monitor for minimal performance. They also 
are on the spot when quick judgments are needed, for example, to stop 
abusive and acute problem teacher practices. They are in the best 
position to see the overall teaching picture in relation to parents, school 
boards, district policy, and large numbers of educators in varied roles. 
Administrators are more familiar with classrooms on a regular basis than 
many other people. They can even affect the morale of a school. A 
principal’s efforts to improve teachers’ classroom performance should be 
linked to administrative decisions on promotions and tenure. The teacher 
evaluation process should recognize and reward those educators whose 
teaching facilitates students’ learning. This process should also reveal 
those teachers whose pedagogical skills are deficient and who require 
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remediation of teacher strategies. The research, however, indicates that 
several obstacles prevent the formative (helping) and summative 
(supervisory) components from working compatibly. There are important 
limitations and concerns over the role of administrators in teacher 
evaluation. Many years of research studies show the inaccuracy of 
administrator reports of teacher performance. Administrators have a 
basic conflict of interest when they are both summative judges and 
educational leaders with the same population of teachers. Their 
perceptions and biases are shaped by their role assignment in the 
school. Sociologists describe a delicate balance of support and control 
that administrators require from educators in a school; the result is that 
evaluation activity and decision become a tool for overall administrative 
functioning rather than an accurate, informative, and useful report and 
judgment of teacher quality. Surveys of administrators show teacher 
evaluation as the least favored activity and responsibility— they are not 
motivated to do a thorough job of it. 
2. An evaluation task force should be set up at the school level 
with the charge of reviewing procedures of the current teacher evaluation 
system to seek changes. This task force will be chaired by the principal 
and composed of teachers representative of the teaching body. The task 
force should examine how teacher evaluation can be helpful to improve 
instruction and increase student learning. The study team can obtain 
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more knowledge about how teachers and principals are affected by 
evaluation, how they perceive their jobs, and how evaluation influenced 
their professional life. The task force should identify criteria for reviewing 
extensive teacher performance and determining quality of teaching. 
Teachers respond more favorably to a positive approach with more 
sources of data to form a judgment about the quality of teaching. 
3.Teachers, besides peer coaching or review among themselves as 
an alternative to principal observation, should be encouraged to evaluate 
principals since principals evaluate teachers, thus establishing a sense of 
equality and a tone of collaboration and learning from each other. The 
tone of equality will bring more constructive attention to the evaluation 
process. 
Recommendation to the School Systems 
There are four recommendations put forth for school systems: 
1. Provide teacher evaluation training for principals and teachers. 
Since schools in a specific school system use the same teacher 
evaluation instrument and follow the same procedures and guidelines, it 
is imperative that the school systems provide training in the use of the 
evaluation tools and procedures for principals and teachers. This way 
they are aware of the purposes and the procedures of evaluation. 
Awareness of the purpose and potential uses of evaluation creates 
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greater commitment and motivation on the part of teachers to take 
evaluation seriously and do their best work. The school systems can tie 
the training of principals and teachers in regard to teacher evaluation to 
professional development. Too often, educators do not know how to go 
about designing or conducting an evaluation. With careful nurturing 
and innovative leadership development, school staff can indeed gain a 
capacity for evaluating their own effectiveness. Teachers and principals 
do see that evaluation is a key to unlocking the problems that hinder too 
many young people from succeeding in school. Once professional 
educators are convinced that they have the responsibility and authority 
to evaluate their school, they find the time, develop the skills, and take 
the lead for determining how well their children learn what the school is 
expected to teach. 
2. A task force composed of central office administrators as well as 
representatives from among principals and teachers should be set up to 
review the current evaluation system and determine suggestions from 
principals and teachers in order to make changes to improve teaching 
and learning. Evaluation must be closely tied to desired learning and 
should serve learning. This principle of evaluation suggests that results 
help educators consider the extent to which students are accomplishing 
desired learning and the changes in curriculum and instruction that may 
foster even more effective learning (Ghory and Sinclair, 1997). 
r' 
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3. School systems should emphasize the function of teacher 
evaluation to seek out, document, and acknowledge the good teaching 
that already exists. Research findings show that current practice is to 
emphasize future improvement, feedback, and accountability. Two Target 
Schools and eight principals from General Schools identified 
documenting exemplary teachers and educational experience as one of 
the major purposes of teacher evaluation. Evaluation has as much a role 
in recognizing existing value and quality as it does in giving information 
to improve teachers or keep them in line. Focus on data gathering, record 
keeping, judgment making, and publicity toward the many instances of 
exemplary practice, effective materials and strategies, strong pupil 
achievement, good teacher preparation, professional behavior, or routine 
but valuable teacher accomplishments. Educators who know that much 
more good teaching is going on than the public hears about need to put 
their knowledge on the evaluation line. The public needs to get the 
message and data about the quality of teacher performance. When 
teachers increase their interest in evaluation because of positive payoffs, 
other functions of evaluation will be enhanced. 
Evaluation does not address exceptional teacher cases. Exceptional 
cases of teaching that stand out from most common practice suggest 
that current evaluation is not good enough. First, consider the problem of 
the bad teacher. Current evaluation practice does not ferret out bad 
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practice. Rather, someone (or many) becomes aware the teacher is not 
good. Then, the evaluation procedures are used after the fact to “prove” 
that the teacher was not doing a good job. Second, truly outstanding 
teaching practice is not identified by teacher evaluation systems. 
Recognition of exceptional high quality is rare and does not come about 
as a result of formal evaluation. 
4. Use teacher self-evaluation as another supporting data source. 
Teacher self-evaluation usually entails a less formal procedure than do 
other data sources. Because of the possibility of distortion, its usefulness 
is limited to formative evaluation. Redfern (1980) believes that good 
teachers tend to underrate themselves, while poor teachers tend to 
overrate themselves (p.53). However, while used together with data from 
other sources, self-evaluation can be a useful part of teacher evaluation. 
Ideally, it is an ongoing evaluation process, permitting the teacher to 
continually monitor his or her strengths and weaknesses. Thus, it can 
provide an ongoing source of information and feedback. Although self- 
evaluation is inappropriate for summative purposes, teachers can use 
any data-gathering technique to evaluate themselves in those areas for 
which they may be held accountable. It can relieve some of the 
principal’s burden and encourage professionalism among the teachers. 
The current passive teacher involvement is not sufficient to support more 
comprehensive evaluation. 
r' 
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5. Spend the time and other resources needed to recognize good 
teaching. Current practice is to spend a short amount of time: an 
administrator (in most cases the principal) visits a classroom for 45 
minutes (in some cases even shorter). Then the evaluator fills in an 
annual form to file as summary of a teacher’s performance in a year, or 
at least in a semester. Comprehensive evaluations call for teachers to 
take individual time to consider their own situations and data. They need 
to make choices and take initiative in the evaluation process. Time is 
required for colleague- teacher participation in data gathering and 
judgment. Good evaluation takes much more time than a 15-minute 
observation. Good teachers are good for different reasons. Teachers can 
make learning happen in quite different ways. What makes one teacher 
good (e.g., an effective taskmaster) may not be true of the next one (an 
inspirer) or still another (a subject matter authority). What allows for this 
variety is that much of teaching is simple and straightforward, and done 
by everyone in the same way, other teacher tasks can be quite personal 
and idiosyncratic, creative, emotionally demanding, and intellectually 
complex. Teaching at times is replication and at other times innovation, 
depending on the specific situation. Thus teachers of different kinds and 
different settings need data appropriate to their specific practice. In 
addition, students have different styles, needs, and preferences in their 
learning. Good teachers match their performance to their students. 
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Recommendations for Teachers 
Four recommendations are proposed for teachers in improving 
teacher evaluation in their local schools: 
1. Teachers should get actively involved in the process of teacher 
evaluation in their local schools and school systems. They should 
collaborate with the principal in various situations from the designing of 
teacher evaluation to the implementation to make it effective in serving 
the purpose of improving instruction and increasing student learning. 
The research finding shows that teachers in one Target School were 
involved in changing the evaluation model. The involvement helped 
teachers claimed ownership and become more involved in the evaluation 
process. Both teachers and the principal considered that as most 
effective. Current practice is to impose on the teacher a brief visit by a 
person having little meaningful contact with the classroom or students 
and who summarizes the visit on a generalized checklist. The teacher is 
passive in current practice. 
Teachers should stand at the center of evaluation activity. They 
need to take an active, decision-making role in their own evaluation: 
consider their duties, responsibilities, contributions, and outcomes— 
and direct the evaluation from that point. The teacher should be 
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responsible for data assembly, adequacy of judgments, and the use of 
evaluation results. The main reason for their involvement is that teachers 
are in the best position to know the key indicators of impact for their own 
case. Thus they are able to select the best combination of data sources 
for their own evaluation. Their participation enhances the accuracy and 
appropriateness of evidence used to judge them. Because data self 
selection may raise doubts in the minds of the audiences, credibility can 
be increased by using independent evaluation personnel to gather and 
summarize the data, increasing the involvement of peers, students, and 
additional administrators. 
2. Teachers should be involved in the evaluation of their 
colleagues. Peer coaching or mentoring is being exercised more and more 
in the schools, a practice which is also considered most effective in the 
schools and highly recommended for changes in teacher evaluation. In a 
word, the teacher should be a monitor of his or her own evaluation, 
practice, and the practice of others. 
3. Thoughtful and resourceful teachers should create many 
effective ways to evaluate the progress children are making in their 
learning. In individual classrooms and schools, educators find that 
results from the local schools may be used to create learning conditions 
that help young people realize their potential in learning. The results 
provide teachers with useful information that they can use for guiding 
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decisions that alter the conditions for learning that are conducive to 
increased learning. 
4. Educators who are concerned about reaching and teaching all 
children tend to place evaluation in the service of learning. Successful 
teachers and effective principals view learning as the practice of 
independent problem solving (Ghory and Sinclair, 1997). Teachers value 
self-directed learning over conditioning. They encourage students to 
construct their own views of knowledge, to define personally meaningful 
questions, and to develop creative responses to problems they uncover. 
Teachers should have a clear understanding of their students’ strengths 
and weaknesses and a view about how learning takes place. Teachers’ 
way of thinking about learning influences the way teachers evaluate the 
progress of their students. The purpose of evaluation is to understand 
better the progress students are making in their learning and the 
conditions that help or hinder their accomplishments. 
Recommendations for Schools of Education 
Three recommendations are advanced for schools of education in 
preparing principals and teachers for teacher evaluation: 
1. Schools of education are responsible for preparing principals to 
take leadership roles in teacher evaluation and school reform with their 
teacher preparation programs. Courses should be carefully set up so 
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that principals have a clear sense of the purposes of teacher evaluation 
and how to design and conduct teacher evaluations in their schools to 
improve instruction and learning. It is important to avoid advancing a 
single model for improving evaluation to be implemented in every school. 
Instead of seeking one facile solution, educators should start by 
identifying practical challenges that promote spirited dialogue and 
encourage thoughtful decisions (Ghory and Sinclair, 1997). Each school 
faculty is to act as a community of scholars who tackle these challenges 
and make their own plans for constructive evaluation. 
2. Prospective teachers should be taught how to evaluate 
themselves and use evaluation results to change their behavior and 
improve performance. The major constructive purpose of evaluation is to 
improve learning, not to prove that a specific program works well or 
poorly or that students of a particular group performs better or worse 
than others (Ghoiy and Sinclair, 1997). Successful evaluation allows 
teachers, students, and parents to identify and understand conditions 
that hinder or foster learning. A careful examination of evaluation 
results should provide a deeper understanding of what needs to be done 
to improve conditions in school and at home so that learning will take 
place. 
3. Teachers and principals should leave the Schools of Education 
with a clear understanding that their purpose is to help children learn. 
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Evaluation should be linked to attacking problems and helping all 
children succeed in school. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
The following suggestions are advanced for further research. 
• This study was focused on the perceptions of teachers and principals 
regarding teacher evaluation and student learning. A useful study 
could be done on whether teacher evaluation actually did or did not 
increase student learning. 
• This study has elementary school principals and teachers as its 
subject participants; therefore, the results could not be best applied 
to secondary and high schools, which require different evaluation 
tools based on the different objectives, courses, structure, and many 
other different factors. A study on secondary and high schools might 
be beneficial to the administration and teachers of these schools. 
• The demographic data showed that there was a big difference between 
the ratio of teachers and students across the schools. The differences 
range from 1:7 to 1:19. A study could be very useful to find out how 
the class size difference affects the ways teachers evaluate and teach 
to improve student learning. 
• Peer coaching is advocated strongly as an alternative to principal 
evaluation. It is piloted or implemented in some schools already and 
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received positively by teachers. A study could be conducted to 
compare the effectiveness of using peer coaching to improve teaching 
and increase student learning with that of principal evaluation. 
• Principals are evaluated by the superintendents for their effectiveness 
in leading the school. A useful study could be conducted on whether 
the ways in which principals are evaluated have an impact on how 
principals evaluate teachers. 
Closing 
The present study contributed to the understanding of the extent 
to which current teacher evaluations were intended to improve 
instruction and increase student learning. The research solicited 
perceptions from elementary school principals and teachers regarding 
teacher evaluation, its purposes and how the design of teacher 
evaluation systems was meant for improvement of student learning. 
They were also asked to identify the most and least effective parts in their 
school’s evaluation process, and put forward their recommendations for 
change in the evaluation system to make it even more effective in 
increasing student learning. 
The findings of the study showed that teacher evaluations may 
serve many purposes, both formative and summative. Principals from 
General Schools listed as the top choices accountability, teachers’ growth 
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as professional, and improvement of curriculum and instruction for 
purposes of teacher evaluation. Only seven principals (20.59%) believed 
that the purpose of teacher evaluation was to improve student 
achievement and enhance student learning. However, teachers and 
principals from Target Schools, while in agreement with the General 
School principals, were more focused on improvement of student 
learning and the teaching and learning process. Many teachers talked 
about responsiveness to students and being sensitive to meet the diverse 
needs of the students. Improvement of instruction was a unanimous goal 
espoused by all groups. The written documents collected from the 
schools, though worded in different ways, stated clearly that the purpose 
of teacher evaluation is to improve instruction. Yet the performance 
indicators in the teacher evaluation documents strongly focused on 
increasing student learning by way of improving instruction, considering 
student learning as the ultimate goal of improving teaching. Teachers 
and principals from Target Schools affirmed from their response to the 
statement that teacher evaluation is an effective way to improve student 
learning. 
While all evaluation systems contain a section called Performance 
Assistance Plan, teachers considered that was designed only for teachers 
“at risk”, but not for all teachers for improvement purposes. Teachers 
and principals agreed mostly that procedures for doing teacher 
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evaluation in the school were clearly stated. Yet regarding teacher 
involvement, multiple data sources, and teacher role in implementing 
evaluation, teachers split in their perceptions. Principals and teachers 
considered goal-setting and teacher-principal conferences as well as 
improvement of curriculum and instruction as the most effective parts of 
an evaluation. Teachers would like more people to evaluate their 
performance rather than receive feedback from the principal alone. Peer 
coaching was strongly advocated and being implemented in a few schools 
among the population. Teachers and principals responded negatively to 
the statement that teacher evaluation helped teachers identify students 
with special learning needs. Yet they were very positive toward 
statements regarding teacher knowledge about the purposes of teacher 
evaluation, teacher familiarity with evaluation procedures, 
communication between evaluator and teacher in the process as well as 
evaluator competency. Another note was that two principals did not 
believe that teacher evaluation improved instruction but the teachers 
were very positive. 
Teachers and principals recommended changes in the teacher 
evaluation from their own experience and perception. Principals would 
like to spend more time with teachers and teachers would like to see 
their principals more often in their classroom rather than the once a year 
fifteen-minute visit to evaluate their annual performance. Time restraint 
/ 
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on the principals was a big concern. Peer coaching or mentoring as an 
alternative to formal principal evaluation was being strongly advocated 
and implemented by both teachers and principals. Teacher involvement 
was another important suggestion that would encourage teachers to 
claim ownership and help each other improve their instruction. 
Public schools are responsible for helping all children learn well 
and realize their potential so that they are better prepared for active 
participation in society. To realize this goal, it is highly necessary to 
evaluate teachers and use the results to improve their skills for creating 
more effective conditions to increase student learning. Through 
evaluation, teachers will become more effective in reaching and teaching 
all children of all families. Teacher evaluation is a powerful means for 
improving teacher effectiveness and improving student learning. Eye on 
the children — their learning is the clear goal of improving instruction 
and of teacher evaluation. 
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GENERAL SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHY 
School Code Number of 
Faculty 
Number of 
Students 
School Location 
U (urban) S (suburban) 
R (rural) 
Years of 
Experience as 
Principal 
1 40 475 U 9 
2 30 401 S 1 
3 ? 330 S 30 
4 55 554 U 10 
5 45 387 s 5 
6 43 519 s 2 
7 45 630 s 15 
8 45 680 s ? 
9 24 290 s 9 
10 45 600 s 15 
11 65 696 s 10 
12 74 637 u 14 
13 78 1212 s 5 
14 25 300 s 24 
15 30 405 s 6 
16 18 347 u 10 
17 37 482 s 4 
18 26 362 u 6 
19 76 575 s 5 
20 25 311 s 27 
21 52 775 s 9 
22 65 540 u 30 
23 52 550 u 6 
24 40 508 s 13 
25 20 250 s 12 
26 25 220 s 25 
27 76 545 s 4 months 
28 27 250 R 9 
29 50 528 s 15 
30 17 330 s 7 
31 ? 560 s 31 
32 30 338 u 4 
33 70 490 u 9 
34 50 560 s 3 
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TEACHER BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Teacher Gender Tenured Degree Years of 
Teaching 
Grade Level 
1 F Y Masters 26 1 
2 F Y Masters 14 5 
3 F Y Masters 28 3 
4 M Y Bachelors 27 6 
5 F Y Bachelors 33 4 
6 F Y Bachelors 15 2 
7 F Y Bachelors+ 14 K 
8 M N Masters !4 3 
9 F N Bachelors 10 4 
10 F Y CAGS 34 & y2 PK 
11 F Y CAGS 25 1 
12 F Y Bachelors 13 5 
13 F Y Masters 25 2 
14 F Y Masters 32 4 
15 M N Bachelors 2 3 
16 F Y Bachelors 20 4 
17 F Y Bachelors 16 4 
18 F Y Bachelors 36 4 
19 F Y Bachelors 26 2 
20 F Y Masters 23 3 
21 F Y Bachelors+ 40 1 
22 F Y Bachelors 39 1 
23 F Y Bachelors 25 2 
24 F Y CAGS 32 2 
25 F Y Bachelors 17 2 
26 F Y Bachelors 25 1 
27 F Y Masters 25 1 
28 F Y Masters 26 K 
29 F Y Bachelors 17 3 
30 F Y Bachelors 14 3 
(Continued, next page) 
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Continued 
31 F Y Masters 19 
32 F Y Masters 25 2 
33 M Y Masters/CAGS 5 4 
34 F N Masters 4 4 
35 F Y Masters 35 K 
36 F Y Masters 17 K 
37 F Y Masters 17 3 
38 F Y Masters 22 4 
39 F Y Masters 7 4 
40 F Y Bachelors 23 K 
41 F Y Masters 5 1 
42 F Y Masters 27 K 
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Letter of Invitation for Participation 
September 1999 
Dear Principal: 
Under the direction of Dr. Robert L. Sinclair, I am conducting research to 
identify various ways elementary school teachers are evaluated. I would very 
much appreciate your help with this important project. 
The major purpose of this study is to describe existing practices for evaluating 
instruction. Specifically, the study will find out from teachers and principals the 
purposes of teacher evaluation and the extent to which evaluation is designed to 
provide information that teachers may use to improve student learning. The 
study further seeks perceptions about the effectiveness of current teacher 
evaluation, and request suggestions for future improvement. 
I am asking you to please share copies of documents that describe the 
procedures and the instruments used for teacher evaluation in your school. Also, 
we would like you and your teachers to answer a short questionnaire. We will 
visit your school to collect the data and talk briefly with you and your teachers to 
learn more about teacher evaluation in your school. In return for your 
participation, I will provide you with a summary of the research findings. This 
summary may be useful in promoting discussion with your faculty about the 
process and improvement of teacher evaluation. 
I sincerely hope that you will help me with this project. Of course, all 
responses will be held in the strictest confidence. No names of schools or people 
will be identified in the report. Again, thank you very much for your help. 
Sincerely yours 
Shuli Xu 
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October 1999 
Dear Principal: 
Three weeks ago, I mailed to you a brief questionnaire. This questionnaire 
was designed to obtain your viewpoints regarding the purposes of teacher evaluation. 
Also, the questionnaire asks for your suggestions on improving teacher evaluation to 
make it even more effective in increasing student learning. In case your copy has 
been misplaced, I am enclosing another questionnaire and a stamped envelope for 
your convenience. It will take you a very short time to fill out the questionnaire. 
I sincerely hope that you will find a few minutes to help me with this project. 
Of course, all responses will be held in the strictest of confidence. No names of 
schools or people will be identified in the report. Your cooperation in responding to 
the questionnaire and its return are very much appreciated. 
Your response will be a valuable contribution to the success of the project. I 
appreciate your professional interest in this important work. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to call me at 413-545-3642 or email me 
shulix@housing.umass.edu. 
Sincerely, 
Shuli Xu 
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October 1999 
Dear Principal: 
Thank you for your participation in the project. Your perceptions of teacher 
evaluation in improving student learning are very important and provide insights 
into teacher evaluation as practiced in your school and school systems. 
Enclosed you will find a summary copy of the project in regard to the major 
purposes and effective use of teacher evaluation in improving student learning. It 
is my sincere hope that the results are useful to you and your colleagues in 
continuing to design and conduct more effective teacher evaluation systems in the 
National Coalition schools. Please share the results with your teachers. Their 
time and efforts are surely appreciated. 
Again, thank you for your participation. If you have any questions or 
suggestions regarding the report, please contact me at (413) 545-3642. 
Sincerely, 
Shuli Xu 
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TEACHER EVALUATION SURVEY 
(For Target School Principals) 
Thank you for your willingness to help us learn more about teacher evaluation. Your 
perceptions about teacher evaluation in your elementary school are important. This 
survey is composed of five parts. We would appreciate your response to each item in the 
survey. Your answers will remain anonymous. Again, thank you. 
Part I: Background: please provide some background information to help us get to 
know your school. 
1. Number of faculty in your school_. 
2. Number of students in your school_. 
3. Your school is (1) urban_ (2) suburban_(3) rural_(please check). 
4. Years of experience as an elementary school principal_. 
Part II: Purposes of Teacher Evaluation. We appreciate your view of the major 
purposes of teacher evaluation used in your school. 
1. What are the major purposes of teacher evaluation used in your school? Please list 
them below. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
2. What do you think are the two most important purposes of teacher evaluation in your 
school? Please refer back to your statements in Question 1 and circle the letters 
before the statements indicating the two most important purposes. 
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Part III. Please read the following statements and circle the number that most 
closely represents your view about teacher evaluation used in your school. Each 
statement should be answered for your school. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
1. Teachers are knowledgeable 
about the major purposes 12 3 4 
of teacher evaluation. 
2. Teachers were involved in 
designing the teacher evaluation 1 2 
used in our school/district. 
3. Teacher evaluation helps 
teachers identify students with 1 2 
special learning needs. 
4. Teacher evaluation promotes 
diverse instructional approaches. 1 2 
5. Teachers are familiar with 
the specific procedures used 1 2 
to evaluate teaching. 
6. Specific procedures for doing 
teacher evaluation are clearly 1 2 
stated. 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
7. Data from many sources are 
used to evaluate teachers. 2 3 4 
8. Teacher evaluation helps teachers 
improve instruction. 12 3 4 
9. People who evaluate teachers are 
competent to do the work. 1 2 3 4 
10. Teachers have a crucial role in 
implementing teacher evaluation. 1 2 3 4 
11. Teacher evaluation encourages 
communication about improving 12 3 4 
teaching strategies. 
12. Teacher evaluation is an effective 
way to improve student learning. 1 2 3 4 
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Part IV. Please list parts of teacher evaluation in your school that are most effective 
and least effective in helping teachers improve student learning. 
The most effective parts of the teacher evaluation used in our school are: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
The least effective parts of the teacher evaluation used in our school are: 
a. 
c. 
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Part V. Recommendations for Improving Teacher Evaluation. We appreciate your 
recommendations for improving teacher evaluation used in your school. 
1. How would you improve teacher evaluation used in your school so that it may be 
even more effective in strengthening instruction? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
2. What are your two most important recommendations for improving teacher evaluation 
in your school? Please refer back to your statements in Question 1 and circle the letters 
before the statements indicating the two most important recommendations. 
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TEACHER EVALUATION SURVEY 
(For Teachers) 
Thank you for your willingness to help us learn more about teacher evaluation. Your 
perceptions about teacher evaluation in your elementary school are important. This 
survey is composed of five parts. We would appreciate your response to each item in the 
survey. Your answers will remain anonymous. Again, thank you. 
Part I: Background: please provide some background information about yourself. 
1. Gender: Female_; Male_. 
2. Are you tenured? Yes_. No_. 
3. Degree: Bachelors_; Masters_; CAGS_; Doctorate_. 
4. Years of teaching_. 
5. What grade are you teaching? _. 
Part II: Purposes of Teacher Evaluation: we appreciate your view of the major 
purposes of the teacher evaluation used in your school. 
1. What are the major purposes of teacher evaluation used in your school? Please state 
them below. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
2. What do you think are the two most important purposes of teacher evaluation in your 
school? Please refer back to your statements in Question 1 and circle the letters 
before the statements indicating the two most important purposes. 
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Part III. Please read the following statements and circle the number that most 
closely represents your view about teacher evaluation in your school. Each 
statement should be answered for your school. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
1. Teachers are knowledgeable 
about the major purposes 12 3 4 
of teacher evaluation. 
2. Teachers were involved in 
designing the teacher evaluation 1 2 3 4 
used in our school/district. 
3. Teacher evaluation helps 
teachers identify students with 12 3 4 
special learning needs. 
4. Teacher evaluation promotes 
diverse instructional approaches. 12 3 4 
5. Teachers are familiar with 
the specific procedures used 12 3 4 
to evaluate teaching. 
6. Specific procedures for doing 
teacher evaluation are clearly 12 3 4 
stated. 
7. Data from many sources are 
used to evaluate teachers. 12 3 4 
8. Teacher evaluation helps teachers 
improve instruction. 12 3 4 
9. People who evaluate teachers are 
competent to do the work. 12 3 4 
10. Teachers have a crucial role in 
implementing teacher evaluation. 12 3 4 
11. Teacher evaluation encourages 
communication about improving 12 3 4 
teaching strategies. 
12. Teacher evaluation is an effective 
way to improve student learning. 1 
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2 3 4 
Part IV. Please list parts of teacher evaluation in your school that are most effective 
and least effective in helping teachers improve student learning. 
The most effective parts of the teacher evaluation used in our school are: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
The least effective parts of the teacher evaluation used in our school are: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
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Part V. Recommendations for Improving Teacher Evaluation. We appreciate your 
recommendations for improving teacher evaluation used in your school. 
1. How would you improve teacher evaluation used in your school so that it may be 
even more effective in strengthening instruction? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
2. What are your two most important recommendations for improving teacher evaluation 
in your school? Please refer back to your statements in Question 1 and circle the letters 
before the statements indicating the two most important recommendations. 
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TEACHER EVALUATION SURVEY 
(For General School Principals) 
Thank you for your willingness to help us learn more about teacher evaluation. Your 
perceptions about teacher evaluation in your elementary school are important. This 
survey is composed of five parts. We would appreciate your response to each item in the 
survey. Your answers will remain anonymous. Again, thank you. 
Part I: Background: please provide some background information to help us get to 
know your school. 
2. Number of faculty in your school_. 
5. Number of students in your school_. 
6. Your school is (1) urban_ (2) suburban_(3) rural_(please check). 
7. Years of experience as an elementary school principal_. 
Part II: Purposes of Teacher Evaluation. We appreciate your view of the major 
purposes of teacher evaluation used in your school. 
3. What are the major purposes of teacher evaluation used in your school? Please list 
them below. 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
4. What do you think are the two most important purposes of teacher evaluation in your 
school? Please refer back to your statements in Question 1 and circle the letters 
before the statements indicating the two most important purposes. 
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Part III. Recommendations for Improving Teacher Evaluation. We appreciate your 
recommendations for improving teacher evaluation used in your school. 
1. How would you improve teacher evaluation used in your school so that it may be 
even more effective in strengthening instruction? 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
2. What are your two most important recommendations for improving teacher evaluation 
in your school? Please refer back to your statements in Question 1 and circle the letters 
before the statements indicating the two most important recommendations. 
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CONSENT FOR VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 
1. I, Shuli Xu, am a doctoral candidate at the School of Education, University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst, Massachusetts. I am conducting a study for my 
dissertation that will explore whether existing teacher evaluations are intended to help 
teachers improve student learning. 
2. You are being asked to be a participant in this doctoral study because you, as a 
principal / teacher, have the first hand knowledge about the practices of teacher 
evaluation in your schools. I will be gathering data by means of questionnaires 
and/or interviews. The purpose of the questionnaires / interviews are to get 
perceptions of teachers and principals in regard to the purposes of teacher evaluation 
and in what ways teacher evaluations are designed to help teachers improve student 
learning. It will also ask teachers and principals to identify the effectiveness of 
current teacher evaluation in improving teaching and learning, and what they like to 
see changed to make evaluation more effective in increasing student learning. 
3. The data obtained from the questionnaire / interview will be used in my dissertation 
and possibly included in manuscripts submitted to professional journals for 
publication. Data will be analyzed and reported in aggregate, making individual 
subject identification highly improbable. The findings of the study will be distributed 
to participating schools so that more effective evaluations are designed and 
conducted. In all written materials, I will use neither your name nor the name of your 
school. The researcher will strictly observe confidentiality. In the case of specific 
data, I will use codes to represent your school name. 
4. Participation in this study is voluntary. Ypur decision to participate or not will in no 
way be prejudicial to you. You may withdraw from the part or all of this study at any 
time. Also, you may review your data at any time. 
I,_, have read the above statement and agreed to participate in this study 
under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant Date 
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